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LONDON, MAY 3, 1890. 
CURRENT TOPICS. 
Ir 13 unpERstoop that a meeting of the judges of the Chancary 
Division is to be held shortly for the p of making further 
arrangements with regard to the disposal of Mr. Justice Kay’s list. 





Tue Lunacy Acr, 1890, came into operation on Thursday last, 
but the rules to be made under section 338 have not yet appeared. 
It is to be observed that by sub-section (3) of the above-mentioned 
section the Lord Chancellor is authorized to direct by rule in what 
manner any application in lunacy, directed or authorized by any 
Act to be made by petition, is to be made. We that 
Lord Justice Corron a few days ago threw out a hint that the juris- 
diction to hear lunacy matters in court may be altogether taken 
away. 
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altogether unreasonably minded who objects to black ceilings; dis- 
coloured, dirty, or faded wall papers, and worn paint.. Further, 
there are reasonably-minded men who object to living in rooms the 
walls of which are bedecked with huge floral emblems of hideous 
colour and the paint of the woodwork of which is a ridiculous imi- 
tation of the grain of some wood. Are these men ‘“ reasonsbly 
minded ” within the definition, or must the ‘‘ reasonably minded ” 
man be devoid of any artistic sensibility? It is to be observed, 
however, that the Divisional Court are reported to have held that 
the tenant in the recent case was not bound to repaint or repaper 
where the old paint or paper had become worn out through age, 
but was only liable to make good damage caused by commissive or 
permissive waste. This is in accordance with the purport of the 
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is practically worthless ; the Act only requires dates and names to 
be given ; age ced effect of the contracts to be referred to 

not be stated; but it is obvious that this is most material to 
be known.” 





Ovr reapers should note the decision of Court of Appeal No. 1 
in the case of Re Wallis (reported elsewhere). The question was 
whether, on the redemption of a mortgage made to a solicitor, 
the solicitor could charge in his account against the mortgagor, as 
part of the mortgagee’s costs, profit costs in respect of proceedings 
in relation to the mortgage debt in which he had not employed 
another solicitor, but had acted for himself. It was admitted that 
the costs in question would have been properly charged if the work 


had been done for the mortgagee by another solicitor; but, as the 
mortgagee had done the work himself, the court held that he could 
not charge profit costs in respect of it, and was only entitled to 
charge costs out of pocket. Lord Justice Fry said that, by virtue 
of the ordinary contract arising out of the relation of mortgagor 
- and mortgagee, the mortgagor, on the redemption of the mortgage, 
was bound to pay the proper costs, charges, and expenses of the 
mortgagee in relation to the mortgage debt or the mortgage 
security, but, in the absence of special agreement, he was not 
bound to pay the mortgagee for any services which he rendered 
or labour which he undertook himself, though, if the work had 
been done for him by another person, it could have been charged 
against the mortgagor. This principle was not confined to solici- 
tors; it extended to any mortgagee who was in a position to render, 
and did render, services which would otherwise have to be paid 
for—such as a surveyor, or a mortgagee in possession, who received 
the rents of the mortgaged property himself instead of employing 
an agent to do so. The court approved of the decisions in Sclater 
v. Cottam (5 W. R. 744) and Re Roberts (38 W. R. 225, 43 Ch. D. 
52), and said that the former case had not been overruled by 
London Scottish Benefit Scciety v. Chorley (32 W. R. 523, 
13 Q. B. D. 872). We commented (ante, p. 205) on Mr. 
Justice Kay’s decision in Re Roberts on the occasion of an appeal 
from it being dismissed, not on the merits, but on the ground 
that it had been presented too late. The decision, as stated in the 
head-note to the report, was that ‘‘a solicitor cannot charge his 
client with profit costs for the preparation of a mortgage from the 
client to himself.” . The question there arose on the taxation of 
the solicitor’s bill of costs delivered to the mortgagor, not upon the 
redemption of the mortgage. Notwithstanding, therefore, the 
approval of Re Roberts expressed by the court in Re Wallis, we 
venture to think that the question which arose in Re Roberts still 
remains open for consideration by the Court of Appeal in any 
future case of the kind. And the matter is one of such general 
importance to the profession that it may be hoped that an oppor- 
tunity will soon arise of obtaining the judgment of the highest 
tribunal upon it. 





Tue pecistox of the Court of Appeal in Proudfoot. v. Hart (re- 
ported elsewhere) does not take us much “ forrarder’’ in the in- 
terpretation of the term ‘‘tenantable repair.” It did not need 
the decision of a divisional court and the Court of Appeal to tell 
us that the official referee, who had held that, under a covenant in 
a lease to deliver up a house in ‘ good, tenantable repair,” the 
tenant was bound to paper the walls with the same quality of 
paper which was on them when he took possession, and to paint 
the internal woodwork and whitewash the ceilings, was as wrong 
as wrong could be. But the definition constructed by Lord Justice 
Lorzs reminds us, if we may venture respectfully to say so, of the 
famous definition of an ‘‘ archdeacon ” as ‘‘ a person who exercises 
archidiaconal functions.” When we are solemnly told by the 
learned Lord Justice that ‘‘ good tenantable ir is such repair 
as, having regard to the age, character, and locality of the premises, 
would make them reasonably fit for the occupation of a reasonably- 
minded man of the class who would be likely to want such a 
house,” we are tempted to say, “‘ Yes, exactly so—that is, the 
premises must be in tenantable repair.” Most of the definition is 
to be found in the old Wisi Prius cases, but we have the privilege, 
we believe for the first time, of being introduced in this connection 
to the “‘ reasonably-minded man,” and we shall require a few more 
decisions before we can nig 7 ey ot. pom: ainted with the views of 


judgment of the Court of —* Orawford v. Newton (36 W. BR. 
54), but in that case Lord expressly declined to say what 
was the meaning of the words ‘‘ tenantable repaiz.” 





THE PRIVATE A~ LANGEMENTS extermination provisions of the Bank- 
ruptcy Bill, which, according to our correspondent last week, have 
been introduced by Sir A. Rollit, M.P., as the “‘cat’s paw”’ of the 
Inspector-General in Bankruptcy, are creating such a storm of 
disapprobation as probably neither the supposed principal nor the 
agent in the least anticipated. Surely an innocent-looking little 
Bill, introduced b — members, and not bearing on its back 
or elsewhere the sig test trace of its official origin, might have 
slipped through unobserved. Championed by a solicitor, surely it 
might have received the indulgent consideration of those trouble- 
some law societies, and the favour of the great body of solicitors, 
whom the bankruptcy authorities, like a certain higher authority, 
have found too powerful to be safely defied. True, a gallant 
Colonel, the editor of Z’ruth, two learned counsel, Mr. Braviaven, 
and Mr. A. O’Connor, by whom, in addition to Sir A. Roxzrr, the 
Bill is backed, do not exactly represént the great mercantile 
interests of the country; but then Sir A, Roti is intimately 
connected with an important centre of certain classes of trade, and 
must be supposed to know the opinions of his constituents. If 
these were the anticipations of the ingenious principal in the 
background, they have been wofully falsified. We publish else- 
where a valuable rt of the Committee of the Liverpool 
Law Society on the Bill, and observations by the Society of 
Accountants, disapproving of the provisions above referred to not 
less strenuously than did the meetings of traders of the City of 
London which have recently been held, and we are confident that, 
if the clauses are persisted in, the whole of the traders and law 
societies in the country will be up in arms. It is now stated by 
the Daily News that Sir A. Roturr will move an amendment in 
Committee ‘‘ exempting deeds of arrangement from the operation ”’ 
of the Bill—that is, throwing overboard the Inspector-General— 
and it is added by the same journal that “the Bill, which is really 
a departmental measure under the protecting care of the Govérn- 
ment, will be supported by the Attorney-General in its subsequent 

through the House.” Why a departmental measure should 
ve been launched asa private members’ Bill it is for Sir A. Ronirr 
and the I r-General to explain. We would draw attention 
to the observations of the Liverpool Law Society on clause 16 (4) 
of the Bill. A measure, introduced by a solicitor, proposes to pro- 
vide that “‘ the sanction required under section seventy-three of the 
principal Act for the employment of solicitors and other persons 
must be a sanction obtained before the employment except in cases 
of urgency, and in such cases it must be shewn that no undue 
delay took place in obtaining the sanction.” That is to say, it is 
proposed to extend the provision of section 73 (3) of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1873—that “‘the taxing master shall satisfy him- 
self before passing such bills and charges that the employment 
of such solicitors - in respect of the particular matters 
out of which such charges arise, has been duly sanctioned ”—by 
enacting that such sanction must be obtained before the employ- 
ment of the solicitor. As the Li 1 Law Society remark, “‘ to 
require the solicitor to have authority beforehand to do things the 
necessity for which could not have been foreseen, and which, 
though expedient, may not be urgent, is unreasonable,”’ 





Taz peciston of Court of Appeal No. 1 in Hz parte Jones (re- 
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ported elsewhere) affirms the decision of the Divisional Court (ante, 
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p. 349), and fully upholds the view which we ventured to a ye 
ante, p. 342) of the decisions of the Court of Appeal and the 

ouse of Lords in Block's case (37 W. R. 259, 19 Q. B. D. 39, 13 
App. Cas. 570). Section 28 of the eee 1883, provides 
that, upon hearing a bankrupt’s application for his discharge, the 
court shall take into consideration a report of the official receiver 
as to his ‘‘ conduct and affairs,” and may either grant or refuse an 
absolute order of discharge, or suspend the operation of the order 
for a specified time, or grant an order of discharge subject to any 
conditions as to subsequent earnings or income or after-acquired 
property of the bankrupt. This enactment is followed by a pro- 
viso that the court shal/ refuse the discharge in all cases where the 
bankrupt has committed any misdemeanour under the Act or Part 
II. of the Debtors Act, 1869, and shall, on proof of any of the 
facts mentioned in sub-section 3 (those facts being not keeping 
proper. books of account, continuing to trade with knowledge of 
insolvency, contracting debts without reasonable probability of 
being able to pay them, bringing on the bankru rash and 
hazardous speculations or unjustifiable extravagance in living, &c.), 
either refuse the order, or suspend its operation, or grant an order 
subject to conditions. And sub-section 6 empowers the court, as 
one of the conditions, to require the bankrupt to consent to judg- 
ment being entered against him by the official receiver or trustee 
for any balance of the debts provable under the bankruptcy which 
is not satisfied, but the judgment is not to be enf by execu- 
tion without the leave of the court, which leave may be given on 
proof that the bankrupt has since his discharge acquired property 
or income available for payment of his debts. At first sight 
it would seem that the proviso to sub-section 2 does not impose 
any restriction upon the ‘‘ conduct and effairs” of the bankrupt 
which the court is to take into consideration in the exercise of 
the discretion given to it by the first part of the sub-section, and 
that the only effect of the proviso is to fetter the mode of the 
exercise of that discretion in the particular eases mentioned. But, 
since the decision in Block’s case, and tly in consequence 
of some expressions to be found in the judgments both of the 
Court of Appeal and the House of Lords, the notion seems to have 
been entertained, that the effect of the proviso is to prevent the 
court from taking into consideration, y io an application for a 
discharge, any ‘‘ conduct and affairs” of the bankrupt, except such’ 
as are referred to in sub-section 3 of section 28, or in section 24. 


We understand that, since Block’s case, there has been a difference | 4), 


of opinion on this point among the county court judges, but that 
the registrars. of the London Court have uniformly acted upon this 
view of the restrictive effect of the proviso. e question is, 
however, now set at rest (so far as the Court of Appeal is con- 
cerned) by the decision in Hx parte Jones, and the court have 
unanimously upheld the view which we have already ventured to 
express “oe of Block’s case. We said (anie, p. 3438): 
‘« While, then, the dicta in question are not inappropriate as applied 
to the case which produced them, it is clear that they must be 


explained by its special circumstances, and are not to be under-| ; 


stood as implying that the court can only qualify an order of 
discharge where an offence has been committed under section 28 
(3) or section 24. The fact is that the House of Lords considered 
that the latter section lets in the consideration of all other matters 
which can properly be said to concern the conduct of the bankrupt 
in relation to the tey, and these last words seem to give 
the only feasible limitation upon the discretion which the court is 
to exercise.” We think we could hardly better summarize the 


effect of the judgments of the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Jones 
than in the sentence we have just quoted. Indeed, it will be 
seen that the Master of the Ro Lord Justice Lorzs have 


explained their dicia in Block's case x pean y in that way. The 
decision ought, we think, to have a wholesome effect in ing 
debtors that they will not now be permitted to from the 
discharge of their liabilities by the process known as ‘“ white- 
washing. 





Is RESERVE CaPrraL of a company, which under the Companies 
Act of 1879 can only be called up ‘‘ in the event of and for the pur- 
poses of the company being wound up,” capital for the purpose of 

ing on the business of the company, #0 as to enable a ew 
of ers to insist on continuing that business although the 
result would almost certainly be to make it n to call u 
the reserve capital? In the case of Re The Bristol Joint-Stoc 





Bank (Limited) (reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice Kexewicm has 
held that it is not. He said that a shareholder, although in a 
minority, was entitled, where it wes impossible to carry on the 
business of the company at a profit, to have a winding-up order 
made so as to preserve him from his liability to contribute to the 
reserve capital. The company was not actually insolvent; enough 
was still left to shew a small balance as long as the directors 
did not claim their fees, but this, on the average of the last few 
years, would soon have disappeared. The learned judge relied on 
the remarks of Lord Carans in Re The Suburban Hotel Oo. (15 W. 
R. 1096, L. R. 2 Ch. 745) as shewing that where the contemplated 
business has become impossible, the court will order a winding up 
even in the absence of insolvency. The decision is a strong one, and 
goes further than Re The Haven Gold Mining Oo (30 W R. 3x9, 
20 Ch. D 151), and Re The German Date Onffee Co.(30 W R. 717, 
20 Ch. D. 169), for in those cases the msjo.ity of the shareliolders 
wished to continue the company for other purposes after the 
original objects had failed—i.e., they wished to force upon the 
minority a new contract to which they had not agreed; whereas in 
the case before Mr. Justice Kexewicn the petitioner had contracted 
to do the very thing which the majority desired: he had con- 
tracted to carry on the business and to subscribe to a fund in the 
event of a winding up. But it might, no doubt, be urged he had 
not contracted to carry it on at a loss, and that there was uo reason 
why it should be continued with the certain result of increasing the 
liability for directors’ which would eventually fall on the 
reserve capital: Re Dale § Plant (Limited) (38 W. R. 409, 43 
Ch. D. 255). If the decision stands, it would appear that the 
existence of reserve capital is a reason for winding up a company 
lest the subscribers should eventually become liable to contribute 
that which they have contracted to pay. 





On Farpar in last week a point of importance was decided by 
Court of Appeal No.-1 in the case of Re 

elsewhere) upon the construction of 

Act, 1883, which defines “acts of bankruptcy.” Two of the 
acts of bankru tioned 1 
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THE LUNACY ACT, 1890. 
II. 


Part IV.—Judicial powers over ps and estate of lunatics 
(continued).—We noticed last week the important change by 
which an order can now be made for the commitment and manage- 
ment of the estate of a lunatic without an order being at the same 
time made as to the custody of his person. The general provisions 
with regard to management and administration of estates are con- 
tained in sections 116 to 130, and in the main these consist simply 
of a rearrangement of the previous law. An important extension, 
however, of the powers of management is contained in section 116 
(1), which enumerates the various classes of persons to whom this 

of the Act is to apply. Thus, besides applying merely to 
unatics so found by inquisition, it extends (1) to every person law- 
fully detained as a lunatic; (2) to every person with regard to 
whom it is proved to the satisfaction of the judge in lunacy that 
he is, through mental infirmity arising from disease or age, in- 
capable of managing his affairs; (3) to every person with regard to 
whom it is similarly proved that he is of unsound mind and in- 
eapable of msnaging his affairs, and that his property or his annual 
income does not exceed £2,000 or £100 respectively ; (4) to criminal 
lunatics. The third of these classes corresponds to one created by 
section 12 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1862, but the limits of 
value there specified have been doubled. Class (2), it may be 
noticed, does not include lunatics proper, but merely persons whose 
minds are rendered infirm by disease or old age. In such cases 
ion can be obtained for the estate without throwing upen 

its owner the imputation of being actually insane. Section 116 (2) 
prescribes that, where there is no committee, the powers in ques- 
tion are to be exercised by such person and in such manner as the 
judge directs. 

But while the persons te whom the powers of management apply 
are thus greatly increased, the powers themselves do not appear to 
be materially altered. Under the former law they were to be 
found chiefly in sections 108 to 147 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 
1853. The present arrangement of them will be found much more 
convenient, and, in particular, section 120 enumerates clearly the 
things which the committee of the estate may be authorized todo. A 
ureful innovation is made by section 130, which provides that, pending 
the sppointment of a committee, temporary provision may be made, 
under the direction of the master, for the maintenance of the lunatic 
or any member of his family. Section 131 facilitates the dealing 
with the property in Scotland or Ireland of an English lunatic. As 
to the former country, the English committee is to have the same 

as though appointed to a corresponding office there, but in 

only where the property does not exceed £2,000 in value 

or £100 a year. Where the lunatic’s property is under £200, and 

no relative or friend will undertake the management of it, power 

for this purpose is, by section 132, vested in the county court judge, 

who may authorize its sale or realization, and may apply the 

proceeds either for the benefit of the lunatic, or in reimbursing the 

guardians of the union, or else may direct them to be paid into the 
county court to the account of the lunatic. 

An interesting change is made in sections 133 to 143, which 
deal with vesting orders. These reproduce the provisions on the 
subject contained in the Trustee Act, 1850, and the Trustee 
Extension Act, 1852, and the corr ing sections in those Acts 
are, so far as possible, . An attempt is thus made to bring 
into the present part of the Act all the law relating to the estates 


Part V.—Oommissioners in Lunacy.—The changes with regard 
to the commissioners sre not numerous. It was, however, fou 
to be a considerable inconvenience that there was no power for the 
| of a substitute in case of illness, and on one occasion 

commissioners with difficulty oi among themselves 
Re ae & vee toy granted a lengthened 
absence. is defect is now remedied by section 151 (3). 

the secretary to the issi he is henceforth, under 
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tection 154 (5), to be a barrister of at least seven years’ standing, 
be deemed « permanent civil servant of the State. 
Part VI.—Visitors of lunatics —In this part there does not ap- 
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and visitors of licensed houses. The latter consist of three or 
more justices, and one medical practitioner or more appointed for 
each county and quarter sessions borough. By section 177 (1) the 
appointment is to be made whether there is a licensed house 
within the county or borough or not. 

Part VIT.—Visitation—An elaborate system of visitation has 
been for a long time in operation, and but little change is now 
made in it. Hitherto the patients most visited have been the 
chancery lunatics, and under section 20 of the Lunacy Regulation 
Act, 1862, those resident in private houses have been visited four 
times a year, and those resident in institutions once only, unless 
the Lord Chancellor has otherwise directed. Now the visits are to 
be regulated by the rules in lunacy, except that all patients are to 
be visited twice at least in the year; while, as to lunatics in 
private houses, the four visits hitherto required are to be kept up 
for the two yeats next after the inquisition (section 183 (2), 
(3)). As before, the chancery visitors have the general duty 
of visiting alleged lunatics and reporting upon them to the 
judge in lunacy. As to asylums, the rules, with one slight 
exception, do not appear to have been altered. Two commis- 
sioners are still to visit each asylum once a year (section 187 (1)), 
and two members of the visiting committee are to inspect it once at 
least in every two months. It is the duty of these last to see every 
patient, and it is now also provided that this must be done in 
sach a way as to give everyone, as far as possible, full opportunity 
for complaint. Section 191 (1) contains a general provision that 
every hospital and licensed house may at any time, by day or 
night, be visited by any one or more of the commissioners, 
but the arrangements for regular visits are not altered. 
Hospitals are visited by the commicsioners once a year. As to 
licensed houses, the number of visits paid by the commissioners 
varies according as the houses are in London or the provinces ; 
but in any case there are four annual visits by two commissioners 
or visitors, and the two additional visits by a single commissioner 
or visitor, which were introduced by section 29 of the Lunacy 
Acts Amendment Act, 1862, are also continued. In addition to 
the patients in regular institutions for lunatics, there are also (1) 
the single patients, and (2) lunatics who are maintained in private 
families and charitable establishments. With regard to these 
some important changes are made. 1t has been customary for the 
commissioners to pay an annual visit to each member of the first 
class, the single patients, but a statutory obligation to this effect 
is now for the first time imposed on them by section 198, while, as 
to persons in the second class, section 206 provides that the com- 
missioners may require a report, or periodical reports, by a medical 
practitioner to be sent to them, with such other particulars as to 
the lunatic or his property as they may think fit. They are also 
empowered to visit the patient, and generally to deal with him, 
except as to discharge, as though he were in an institution for 
lunatics. The power of ordering his discharge, or a transfer of 
his custody, may be exercised on their report by the Lord 
Chaneellor. 

. Part VIII.—Licensed houses and hospitals.—The Select Com- 
mittee reported that there was the greatest diversity of opinion 
with regard to private licensed houses, but, for themselves, they 
were willing to leave the law as it was and let the question of 
their continued existence be settled by the public. They contem- 
plated that a time would arrive when there would be sufficient 
accommodation for all classes in public institutions, and then, 
possibly, there would be no demand for licensed houses for the 
upper and middle classes. The Legislature has gone further, 
however, and has brought pressure to bear in this direction. With 


nd | existing licences, indeed, there is to be no interference, and, where 


a house has been well conducted, section 207 gives power both for 
the renewal of the licence and for the substitution of a new house or 
the purpose of continuing an old business, 
be granted, and the dumber of patients 
taken by existing houses are not to be increased. Otherwise the 
jurisdiction as to the granting of licences and the rules for the 
menegnnent. ot Snape Spenne: (pactns S08 S200) ee 

the same, except for a change relating to the of 
voluntary patients, introduced by section 229. Hitherto this has 
i Sr eee Be we < pune ele 
confined as lunatics; but now anyone will beable to subject him- 
self to treatment. For purpose it will be necessary to obtain 
the previous consent in writing of two commissioners, or, where 
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the house is licensed by justices, two justices. This is to be given 
on the application of the intending boarder, and any relative or 
friend may, with the like consent, accompany him. The boarder 
is to have the liberty of leaving the house on giving twenty-four 
hours’ notice to the manager, and, if mot allowed to do so, can 
recover £10 as liquidated damages for each day, or part of a day, 
that he is detained. 

- Part IX.—County ond borough asylums.—Part X.—Hapenses 
of pauper lunatics.—These two parts repeat in the main the pro- 
visions of the Lunatic Asylums Act, 1853. There are, however, 
two new enactments which are intended to further the policy of 
supplanting private licensed houses by public institutions. B 
section 241 a local authority may provide accommodation for 
pauper and private patients, and this either together or in separate 
asylums; while by section 271 (1) private patients may be received 
into any asylum upon such terms as to and accommodation 
as the visiting committee may think fit. A change of a different 
nature is made in section 276, according to which the visiting 


committee, in addition to the chaplain, may appoint and pay 2 | take his 


minister of any religious persuasion to attend patients of his own 
way of thinking. 

Part XI.—Penalties, misdemeanours, and proceedings.—Under 
section 316 an omission to send to the commissioners the prescribed 
documents and information on the admission of a patient or to give 
the prescribed notices on his removal, death, or discharge, is to be a 
misdemeanour, and in the case of a single patient there is also 
liability to a penalty not exceeding £50. By section 329 (1), 
upon the prosecution for any such offence, the burden of proof that 
the document or notice was sent lies on the defendant, but he may 
satisfy it by the sworn testimony of one witness that the document 
or notice was properly addressed and posted in due time. Mis- 


demeanours are also committed when any person makes a wilful 


misstatement of any material fact in a petition, statement of par- 
ticulars, or reception order, or in any medical certificate or report 
Tequired for the purposes of the Act (section 317). But at the 
same time that these and other offences are created, section 330 (1) 
affords protection to all persons who have done anything to put the 
Act in motion provided they have acted in good faith and with 
reasonable care. 

Part X1I.—Miscellaneous provisions, definitions, repeal.—It 
was apparent from the evidence taken before the Select Committee 
that the work of the chancery visitors covered to a large extent 
the same ground as that of the commissioners, and it was clear that 
a saving of labour might be effected by a rearrangement of duties. 
Moreover, the work of the commissioners tends to become more and 
more laborious. Hence section 337 gives the Lord Chancellor 
power to amalgamate and reconstitute the various departments of 
the masters in lunacy, the chancery visitors, and the commissioners. 
By. section 338 (1) the commissioners, with the approval of the 
Lord Chancellor, are to prescribe the books to be kept in insti- 
tutions for lunatics and houses for single patients, and the entries 
to be made therein, and generally the notices and information to 
be sent to the commissioners; but otherwise the Lord Chancellor is 
the authority for making rules in a subject to the usual 

uirement that they must be laid before Parliament. 

he chief value of the Act lies in the convenient manner in 
which the previous law has been consolidated, but the changes 
which it has introduced are both numerous and important, and in 
— the operation of the new provisions as to admission of 
unatics will be watched with interest. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTER’S OFFICE.—RESIGNA- 
TION OF MR. NORTON. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—The will this week learn with regret that 
Mr. Norton, the principal clerk i 
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THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—I wish one of your correspondents would give me his opini 
as to the word “ agricultural " in the 6th section of the Agricultural 

Holdings Act, 1875. 

T have @ case where a tenant occupies 
of a client of mine; about one-half is pastoral, 
part as orchard, and the other part as garden 
orchard and ——_—— be considered “agricul! 
bring the tenancy the 6th section ? 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


PROUDFOOT e. HART—No. 1, 30th April. 
Lanprornp ann Taxant—Tanantante Rerare. 
appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew and 
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Re THE BRISTOL JOINT-STOCK BANK (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 26th April. 


Oompany—Winoine ur—Rassrve Funp—S#arenoipsr’s Perrrion—Im- 
POSSIBILITY OF CARRYING ON Busingss—Just AND EQUITABLE CAUSE FOR 
Winoinc =vurp—Masoriry or SHAREHOLDERS OPPOsING PrTITION— 
Compantgs Act, 1862, ss. 79, 80—Companres Act, 1879, s. 5. 

hacen he g petition by a shareholder, and the question was 

ed to the order on the ; 
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Kexewicu, J., said the Se ae must be made. The 
was reluctant to interfere with the domestic affairs of 
had jurisdiction to do so, although it must be taken that a majority 
shareholders op: the petition, and he must consider whether 
could carried on or not. Wh 
substratum of the company was 
up order, not because the shareholders 2 but because ths ob: 
for which the com was formed had 
on had toon Fy = f “Sanaa sithough 
com wound up on a 8 
had Goon tee on & tans ition. The potty He, bound 
contribute to on the business, but here hejhad also con 
scribe to a fund in the event of a win up only. It was said 
business must be carried on with the entire amount 
and reserved, so as to make him liable to this contingent 
was not the contract into which he had entered. The 
ehewed a small ~_— of assets over liabilities, and the 
made no profits at all. On the average expenditure the 
gone in a year. sy oer Be a business 
aie guseiiet cusn, ut the er was en 
nat have the Busines cesziel on in order 
were not successful, the reserve 
subscribe, might be called up. The 
made, and the usual order as to costs. 
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lligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Re HAMMOND AND WATERTON’S ARBITRATION—29th April. 


SUBMISSION TO ARBITRATION—ARBITRATION OR VALUATION—ARBITRATION 
Acr, 1889 (52 & 58 Vict. c. 49), sEcTIONS 12 & 27. 


This case raised important questions as to the principles which should guide 
the court in deciding whether a reference to arbitrators is an arbitration, so 
as to make the poe | enforceable under section 12 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, or a mere valuation. Hammond was a market ener, and tenant of 
a piece of ground, his lease expiring at Candlemas, 1891, The Community 
of the Sacred Heart had bought the reversion and wanted vacant possession at 
Candlemas, 1890. They accordingly entered into an agreement (by their 
agent, Canon Waterton) to refer it to two arbitrators, one a seedsman and the 
other a market gardener, or their umpire, ‘‘ to determine what com tion 
should be paid to the said J. Hammond (a) in respect of such yielding up 
possession of the said close, and (6) in respect of the various plants, shrubs, 
and other chattels and things,” included in a certain list; and Waterton 
agreed to pay within seven days of the ‘delivery of the award of the said 
arbitrators or their umpire ” the amount of such award, The arbitrators dis- 
agreed, and the umpire made his award, On the application of Hammond 

e master ordered execution to issue thereon. This was an appeal from that 
decision, the chief contention being that this was not an arbitration within 
the Act, but a mere valuation and not enforceable by the process of the 
court. Re Carus- Wilson and Greene (18 Q. B. D. 7) was relied on in su 
pert of this contention, and on the other side Re Hopper (L. R., 2 Q. 

67), and Turner vy. Goulden (L, R, 9 C. P. 57). 

Vavenan Wiuiams, J., said that, in his one the decision of the 
master was wrong, and the appeal must be allowed, This agreement did not 
contain a submission to arbitration within the m of the Act. The 
question had been much discussed in Re Carus- Wilson Greene. That case 
was a consolidating case which gathered up previous decisions, and did not 
arrive at a conclusion inconsistent with them, although it did not follow 
that every obiter dictwm in the earlier cases was correct law. In these cases 
the words of the subject-matter of the agreement must be looked at to see 
whether the parties intended an arbitration or a mere valuation. The more fact 
















that arbitrators, and in case of their disagreement an umpire, were appointed 
by the agreement was not enough to constitute the matter an arbitration. 
it there were any observations in Turner v. Goulden to that effect, that view 
was overruled by Re Carus-Wilsen and Greene. Another point to be considered 
was whether the arbitrators were to act —_— upon evidence or 
whether they were to rely upon their own and skill, and in 
order to ascertain that the position and calling of the arbitrators was 
to be looked at, and that was the distinction between the cases of 
Re Hopper and Re Carus-Wilson and Greene. In the present case what 
had to be decided was the guantum of compensation to be paid to Hammond 
for giving up possession earlier than he would otherwise have done ; the 
arbitrators were the one a seedsman, the other a market gardener, and it was ~ 
to be supposed that these persons were chosen because their professional 
knowledge would enable them to decide without hearing witnesses. The 


whole matter was nothing more than a valuation, and the sum awarded could 
not be enforced by the process of the coart. It must not be inferred from 
anything in this judgment that if this had been ‘an arbitration the master 
was bound to make an order enforcing the award ; it would have been 
necessary to argue the question whether the old rule as to discretion was 
gone or not. Lawrance, J., concurred. A 
Cavanagh ; Willes Chitty. Soticrrors, Thomas Bore, for Jackson § Sons, 
Carlisle ; Harrison & Powell, for Saul, Carlisle. 


allowed.—CouNSsEL, 


WILKES METALLIC ne ~ ee o. MIDLAND RAILWAY 00.— 


Oompany mn Liquipatrion—Acrion ny Liquipator Tro Recover Amount 
or Wronervt Distaess—Ricut ro set orF Rent Dux rrom Company— 
Mvrvat Deatixes—Juprcature Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 77), s. 10~ 
Banxruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 38. 
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Bankruptcy Cases, 
Bz parte JONES Re JONES—O.A. No. 1, 28th April. 
Banxrvuprcoy—Discuarer or Banxrupr—Drscrerron or Oovrr—‘' Gon- 
Ornpsr—Oonsgnt ro 


puct aND Arrars” or Bank® 
Jupement—Banxrvurptcy Acr 1883, ss. 24, 28, 29. 
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bankrupt’s family offered the plaintiff £250 in satisfaction of her judg- 
ment, which, however, was refused. Upon these facts the judge gave the 
en ne discharge, subject to his consenting to a jud t 
for being entered up against him, such judgment te be deemed to be 
satisfied if the pt should pay the official receiver £200 within a month. 
pealed from that decision, and it was contended on his 
that, walle the circumstances, the judge had no power to impose 
condition whatever, and that, the bankrupt having commited no offence 
either section 28 or section 24 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, he was, 
the decision in Zhe Board of Trade v. Block (837 W. R. 259, 19 
B. D. 39, 13 App. Cas. 570), entitled to an absolute discharge. 
24 of the ptcy Act, 1883, provides that every debtor against 
a order is made shall (2) do all such acts and things in 
relation to his property and the distribution of the proceeds amongst his 
creditors as may be reasonably required by the official receiver, or trustee, 
be prescribed by general rules, or be directed by the court by any 
special order. ‘‘(3) He shall, if adjudged bankrupt, aid, to the utmost 
, in the realization of his property and the distribution of the 
his creditors. (4) If he wilfully fails to perform the 
on him by this section, . . . he shall, in addition to 
ent to which he may be subject, be guilty of a con- 
may be punished accordingly.”’ By section 28 “‘ (1) 
any time after being adjudged bankrupt, apply to the 
discharge . . . but the application shall not be 
blic examination of the bankrupt is concluded. (2) On 
application the court shall take into consideration a 
of the official receiver as to the t’s conduct and affairs, and 
ither or refuse an absolute order of discharge 

pnw ~ mala apenas ed me ats oe hich 

subject to any respect to any or income whic 
may afterwards become duc to the bankrupt, or with respect to his after- 
es meee: provided that the court shall refuse the discharge in 
all eases where the bankrupt has committed any misdemeanour under this 
Act or Part II. of the Debtors Act, 1869, or any amendment thereof, and 
shall, on proof of any of the facts hereinafter mentioned, either refuse the 
order or the operation of the order for a specified time, or 
—_ an of discharge subject to such conditions as aforesaid.’ 
ib-section 3 mentions the ‘‘facts’’ referred to in sub-section 2. 
By sub-section 5 notice of the appointment by the court of the day 
for yor the application for discharge is to be published, and 
“the may hear the official receiver and the trustee and may 
also hear any creditor. At the hearing the court may put such ques- 
to the debtor and receive such evidence as it may think fit.’’ 
Ny te omen 6, mM - ome may, as one of the Tan referred to in 
section, require the bankrupt to consent to judgment being entered 
official receiver or trustee for dr taaees of the debts 
yt mig bankruptcy which is not satisfied at the date of his 
: in such case, execution shall not be issued on the judg- 
Sp leateagt han, shase hie Giechaagn, enqutsed pecgatty ox tacks ove 
ly acq property or income avail- 
able for payment of his debts.”” By section 29 power is given to the court 
to refuse or suspend an order of discharge, or grant an order subject to 
ee Se a a <a made by the 
in consideration of marriage, ‘‘ where the settlor is 

ng the settlement, able to pay all his debts with- 
prised in the settlement,’’ “‘ was made in 
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affairs.’ This was ; but it did not say that the court should 
consider that only. it went on to say that the court “‘ may” zither 
ee ee the of 
Sebgutch aah comtutag the torte 2 tear atintet gee 

te = 
ee ne ae ae be doubt as to their 
meaning. It wae clear that the court was to take consideration not 
only the “conduct” mentioned in sub-section 3, and that, upon that con- 
sideration, it could do one of the four things mentioned. Upon that almost 
Setter Seen ne suena the peti, eal the ealineny end 
proper function of a proviso was to in certain cases a prier pro- 


, OF suspend the | ;pro 
should not be heard until the public 





vision. Here the proviso used the word “shall.” It took away in cer- 
tain cases the discretion given to the court by ee words, except 
so far as a discretion was given by the proviso itself. In the cases men. 
tioned in the the court could not give an absolute unconditional 
. 16 was clear that the unlimited discretion given by the 
former words was limited by the proviso in certain cases. In the 
t case the court had acted on sub-section 6, and his lordship 
no doubt that the court had a and was entitled to 
consider the judgment in the breach of promise action and fhe non-pay- 
ment of the damages. It did not follow that the court was entitled to 
take into consideration everything which had happened to the bankrapt 
during his previous life. There must be some limit. The court 
could not consider conduct which could have had nothing to do 
with the bankruptcy, either in producing it or affecting it in any 
way—¢eg., a j t in a breach of promise action many years. 
before, after which the bankrupt had continued to trade; the court 
could consider only such a judgment for breach of promise as must 
have affected the bankruptcy. Nothing which was by the jud 
in Block's case was really inconsistent with this view. In what Tie 
lordship himself said in that case he meant whathe now said—tbat the 
court could not take into consideration any conduct of the bankrupt 
which had nothing to do with the tcy, but that it could take into. 
tion any conduct which had to do with it. In the present case 
the judgment for breach of promise produced the bankruptcy, and the 
judge was entitled to take it into consideration ; and, in his lordship’s 
opinion, he had exercised his discretion rightly, having regsrd to the 
circumstances of the case. Fry, L.J., concurred. He said that the 
vision of sub-section 1 of section 28, that the application for a 
examination of the bankrupt was 
t as throwing light on the question whether the 
judge might consider all relevant circumstances, or whether he could 
sade d, Ie vehanties atin, adden davipeian baleen 
, p’s opinion, object of postponing the 
of the application till after the public examination was, that the judge 
might take into consideration all the information obtained by means of 
that examination. The words of sub-section 2 wereverylarge. There might, 
no doubt, be some ‘‘ conduct and affairs ’’ of the bankrupt which would be 
immaterial upon the question of his ae nas gr But the official reciver might 
report fy a all conduct and all affairs of the bankrupt which would be 
material in assisting the judge in coming to a conclusion about the order 
of discharge, and the court was bound to consider the report. Then avery 
large discretion was given to the judge. He might do one of four things 
mentioned. The duty was imposed on the judge to do one of the four things, 
though he had a discretion as to which he do. Then came the proviso, 
which was a double one. When certain things were proved the discretion 
previously given was taken away. Under some circumstances the court was 
bound to refuse a altogether, and under others the court was pre- 
vented from granting an absolute unconditional 
any one of the other three things mentioned. It was 
cases the proviso had taken away the discretion of the court, and the 
reference to the facts mentioned in sub-section 3 was intended to fetter 
the discretion only in the cases mentioned. Again, for what 
purpose was the provision of sub-section 5, that ‘‘ the court might put 
such questions to the debtor and receive such evidence as it may 
fit’’? Because there might be circumstances outside sub-section 3 which 
would be material to the exercise of the discretion given to the judge. 
That only would be material which was relevant to the exercise of the 
discretion. Ifthe discretion was to be exercised only in the limited way 
which had been contended for, it was difficult to see which of the facts 
women grb die ean bchepmpsiek wey capebiag en oF t to be 
entered against,the bankrupt as provided by sub-section 6; there was no 
relation between those facts and the entry of such oo. In his 
otis een De court had an unfettered discretion in any case in 
which it thought that judgment should be entered under sub-section 6, 
and he saw no ground for interfering with the exercise of discretion in 
this case. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—OounsuL, Cooper Willis, Q.0., and 
F. Cooper Willis ; Sir B. Clarke, S.G., and Muir Mackenzie; Lankester. 
Soricrrons, Rooks ¢ Co.; Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Morgan, Son, ¢ 
Upjohn. 

Re SPACKMAN, Bz parte MAY—O. A. No. 1, 25th April, 
Banxrurrcy—Assicnment or Goons or Dssror—Acr or Banxruptcy— 
Banxrvrtcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52) s, 4, sun-section 1 (a) (8). 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Oave and 
A. L. Smith, JJ.). In November, 1886, the debtor, Mr. a was 


l property at that time consisted of some 
Ben 8 nm, and of some office furniture 


concluded, was im 


and fittings at Bradford in Wiltshire. He gave an authority to a Mr. 
y at Swindon, and this coming to 

. Jones, who was himgelf a creditor, and 
informed Messrs. May & Oo., 

sale were set aside 


Redway, an auctioneer, to sell his 
the knowledge of his creditors, a 
who acted for other creditors of 
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ruptcy Act, 1883, and he only allowed the costs of solicitors up to that date. 
The solicitors appealed, contending that the transaction of November 22 
did not amount to an assignment of the debtor’s property for the benefit 
of creditors. The Divisional Court upheld the decision of the county court 


mes. Covrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider the question, reversed this decision. Lord Esuzr, ie 
said that the trustee had to make out that the debtor had on the 22nd of 
November committed an act of to the knowledge of his 

tors. No doubt what he then did was done with the knowledge, if not 


a 
mw 


them. It was carried out at the instigation of, and for the benefit of, the 
creditors. The transaction, therefore, plainly did not come within section 4, 
sub-section 1 (4). Did it, however, come within sub-section (4) as a convey- 
ance or assignment of a debtor’s property to trustees for the ¢ of his 
creditors generally ? The phrases used in the sub-section must be construed 
according to their well-known acceptation in bankruptcy law before the 
Act was passed. Oonveyance was a well-known term of art, as applied to 
a transfer of real property, and the meaning of uall 
well settled. It meant a transfer by deed. There must be a deed by 
which a man transferred the whole, or substantially the whole, of his p1o- 
to trustees for the benefit of his creditors generally in order for 


perty 

the sub-section to apply. No dealing with the by declaration of 

trust or agreement was sufficient. Under the old Jaw, the assignment by 
was 


aman of the whole of his property for the benefit of his 
not in itself an act of bankruptcy, but it was evidence of a fraud on the 
bankruptcy laws on his part, question of intent had, therefore, to be 
left to a jury, and as the inquiry was generally futile the Act of 1883 

that the mere assignment of the whole pro was in itself, 
without any fraudulent intent, an act of bankruptcy, 
(6) dealt with dispositions of property with intent to defraud. The 


‘assignment must be of the whole property, or of substan the whole, 


and it must be a regular assignment by deed. It was , therefore, 
that this transaction was not within the sub-section. Fry, L.J., agreed. 
The question of fraud was in each case a question of fact, and it was 
lain here that a transaction entered into at the and for the 
fit of the was not a fraud upon them in the sense of being 
intended to defeat or delay them. That disposed of sub-section (5). 
to sub-section (a), there were many methods in which t 
transferred, That the were fully aware of this was patent 
from the fact that while in sub-section (a) they spoke of “‘ convey- 
ance or assignment,” in sub-section (5) they spoke of ‘‘ conveyance, gift, 
delivery, or transfer.” It was plain, therefore, that the Legislature did not 
intend to include under sub-section @) any dealing with property by 
declaration of trust or by agreement, but only by conveyance or assign- 
ment. Nor must the ent be only of part of the 
debtor. Sub-section (b) spoke of property, or any pest | ut sub- 
section (a) was confined to ‘‘ property,” meaning su tially the whole 
property. There must be a formal assignment of the whole in order to 
create an act of bankruptcy under the section. It was plain that there 
was nothing of the kind here, and since what was done was not gp ee 
no act of bankruptcy had been committed. Lorzs, LJ., deli 
judgment to the same effect.—CounsgL, Henn Collins, Q.0., and F. C. 
Willis; Cooper Willis, Q.O., Poole, QO., and Wace. Soricrrors, May, 
Sykes, $ Batten; GQ. L. P. Eyre § Co. 


* 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ez parte LIOKORISH, Re WALLIS—O. A, No. 1, 25th April. 
Mortcacs—Rapemption—Soticrror-Mortaages—RiGcut To Prorrr Costs, 
The question in this case was, whether, agen Se redemption of a mort- 


gage, the mortgagee being a solicitor, who acted in the matter on his 


own behalf, he is entitled to charge t the m 
mortgagee’s costs, profit costs in nore _protesioal wo 
behalf. 
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account, for which he would have been to 
employed another solicitor to act on his An 

made reacinding a receiving order, on the terms of the debtor 
the petitioning creditors, with whom the debtor had deposii 
tificates of some shares as security for their debt, the amount 
them for principal, interest, and costs, and the debtor had paid a su 
money into court to answer what should be found due tothem. The 
petitioning creditors were solicitors who had acted on their own behalf in 
various matters in relation to the mortgage debt, and in particular in 
the issuing of some executions to enforce a judgment for the debt. The 
executions had proved abortive. Mr. trar Linklater held that, in 
relation to these proceedings, the m 
profit costs against the m r, 
out of et. On the appea . R. 74d), 
Roberts (38 W. R, 225, 43 Oh. D. 52 , Field v. Hopkins (Weekly Notes, 1890, 

. 8), Re Donaldson (27 Oh. D. 544), and London Scottish Benefit Society v. 

horiey (82 W. R 623, 13 Q. B. D, 872) were cited. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Esuan, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L,JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, Lord —— 2 said the appellant's t 
came to this, that London tish Benefit Society v. Chorley 
Sclater v. Cottam and several other cases. It certainly had not done 
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Lamb, plaintiff's late solici thereu a for a charging | and on the other hand that shareholders should not be put to the respon- 
order on the sum of £96 Ils. 8d. in court, caer 28th section of the | sibility and expense of taking their solicitors’ advice when they found, after 
Solicitors Act, 1860. The master made such order, and Law- | receiving good dividends for a time, that they were not likely ever to receive 
rauce, J., dismissed, costs, the defendant’s a the charg- | any more. And they wanted to know whether the waiver clause was good or 
ing order. The defendant now — to the Court. Oounsel | not. Turning to the second resolution, he said he had been attacked in the 
for the defendant contended the sum paid into court to abide the | press for having given notice of these resolutions. He had been attacked on 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Speciat GENERAL MEETING. 

A Special General Meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held at the 
Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 25th ult., the President, Mr. 
Griyuam Keen, taking the chair. 

Jotnt-Stock ComPpaNrEs—WaAIver CLAUSE—PROTECTION AGAINST 


FRavup. 


Mr. EpmuxpD Kimpgr (London) moved the following resolutions, of which 
he had ven notice :—(1) “‘ That the general use of what is called the 
Waiver Clause in prospectuses of Joint Stock Companies, under the advice of 
the best men in both branches of the profession, notwithstanding the declara- 
tion of Lord Justice Lindley that it is of doubtful validity, shows that 
the Legislature has overstepped the requirements of commerce and the 
common sense of mankind. (2) That for the p of checking fraud, any 
fature legislation on the subject of Joint Stock bom ies ought to proceed 
upon the lines of compelling the registration of all prospectuses, reports, 
balance-sheets, and notices, and requiring ter freedom in disclosure of 
accounts, rather than of vagy | that cbimaiaal inal by statute which is not criminal, 
of ye Se law in a wholesale and drastic way which may only have 
e of driving business from the country.” He said he had taken the 

to look at many hundreds of prospectuses during the last twenty-five 
and he had found that the total capital issued amounted to something 
000,060, and in nearly all of those prospectuses he found, as the 
the names of members of the society. During the year 1887, 
000 was invested in this way, and during 1888 £180,000,000. The 
the most eminent members of the solicitor branch of the profession 
found upon the prospectuses, and upon several of them the names 
of the council appeared. In nearly all of these prospectuses the 
had been adopted, and where it was not adopted there was the 
0 promotion money whatever has been paid, or will be paid, in 
company.” Even that seemed to be of doubtful validity, 
of the judge so enlarged the term promoter, that often the 
the letters might become a pe, Anybody was a 
The term ter in his (Mr. Kimber’s) opinion 
respect defi by the Courts, and the effect of the 
not yet been defined by the courts. Lord Justice Lindley 
; tute was very badly worded, gave rise to much discussion 
of opinion. The information = was worthless prac- 

act only required names and dates to be given, the nature and 
contract entered into need not be stated, but it was obvious that 
Oe it om most — to na Com ay me -_ Ho statute 
a ae ing treated as fraudulent if it were 

thet it Was 80. Justice Lindley appeared to have thrown the whole 

of the profession and the public into a state of confusion with regard to the matter. 
Before going to Parliament he (Mr. Kimber) a it exceedingly desirable that 
Society should discuss question, which affected the members very 
seriously. The waiver clause was inserted for the 1 sted protecting the 
directors, but he did not think any of those he was ing could have the 
slightest doubt that the directors in asking the solicitors to insert this waiver 
bond fide way. Bat in times of adversity solicitors 
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the ground that the first resolution was a retrograde movement, that if there 
were any fresh legislation there would be less check to fraud, and they would 
have gamblers in the City floating fraudulent ag eg by the score. But 
he did not apprehend any such consequences. He thought it was to the 
interest of the profession and the public to have a truthful prospectus, and in 
agreement with the highest interests of commerce and business. What every 
one was interested in was, that commerce and business should be honestly and 
truthfully conducted, and in order that this might be the case there must be 
the protection of the law and a correctly drawn Act of Parliament. The 
object of solicitors was to check fraud and to protect their clients from the 
— of fraud, therefore he proposed the second resolution. He 
thought every one must come to the conclusion that the decision of the House 
of Lords in Peek vy. Derry was no more than = and sound law. It was a 
definition of what actually was fraud. rd Bramwell was the first 
member of the House to bring that up, and he hit against what had 
been imported into the practice and doctrines of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice as legal fraud. Lord Bramwell had attacked the phrase 
and said rightly there was no such thing as legal fraud. No fraud he had 
said could be legal, all was unlawful. It did not matter whether the 
fraud was condemned by civil process or the criminal law. To say 
that directors and solicitors had committed fraud in the promulgation 
of a prospectus was to say that they had committed crime. The 
statute did not say it was dishonest, but that it was to be held dishonest ; 
and the two things were very different. The House of Lords had come to 
the conclusion t unless a prospectus had plainly written upon it a 
statement which could be proved to be untrue and fraudulent with the 
knowledge of the directors they were not guilty of fraud, and this was 
totally different to the doctrine upheld by the Courts of Chancery for many 
years past. In consequence of its ee he ges in the Chancery Division, 
some of his (Mr. Kimber’s) clients had been ruined for life. They were all 
interested in having a clearer definition as to what was to be done under this 
Act of Parliament. The present safeguards against fraud were not sufficient. 
The 38th section itself was not sufficient. What was there to prevent a promoter 
having all the framework of the contract drawn up and engrossed and iget 
without a date, and then delivering it after the issue of the prospectus ? 0 
was to say whether the prospectus had been entered into before or after ? 
How many millions of prospectuses were destroyed in the City immediately 
after allotment, immeniataly after the money was in the coffers of the 
company, and all traces blotted out? Therefore, he proposed they should be 
registered. Balance-sheets, too, were often published for the pu of 
cages | a fictitious value on shares, They ought not only to be registered, 
ut experts should be able to go to the offices and compare them with the 
books to see if they were correct. 

Mr. Joun WALTER (London) seconded the motions without comment. 

Mr. Epwin Situ (London) moved as an amendment: ‘‘ That in con- 
sequence of the uent use of what is called the waiver clause in 
prospectuses of joint-stock companies, the interests of commerce, and the 
safety of the public, require that clause 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, 
should be amended by making such waiver clause void, and also making it 
compulsory to insert the short purport or effect of all contracts entered into, 
as well as the dates and names of parties. Promoters, some of them, were 
men of no means, and they were ready to enter into a contract for the 

urchase of a patent, business, or some concern which it was proposed to turn 
into a joint-stock company, and having entered into the contract to purchase 
the undertaking at a round figure—an immoderate figure, perhaps—they 
immediately set about issuing their prospectus, getting up their memorandum 
of association, and registering the company. And when it was registered 
they sold for a large sum of money, altogether out of proportion, the proceeds 
of which they put in their own pockets, and they were quite content so lon 
as the capital was subscribed. Nothing more was heard of the promoter, an 
the shareholders had to suffer. This had the effect of producing a want of 
confidence in legitimate concerns, which had to suffer in consequence. Mr. 
Kimber had said that if the short purport or effect of these contracts were 
inserted in prospectuses, they would take up a lot of room and trouble. He 
(Mr. Smith) thought that statement very weak, because he had found, in 
looking over prospectuses, that space was not — in other respects, 
Matter was put in which it was thought would affect the judgment of the 
public in subscribing. If the contract was clear and bona fide, there could be 
no objection to saying shortly what it was. The public should be able to 
judge when they ome get the value of what they purchased ; and if the 
short purport and effect were stated there could be no difficulty in putting 
the contract in this way so that the public might have fuli notice of what 
they were asked to subscribe to. e 
he amendment having been duly seconded, it was put to the meeting, when 
—- votes were given in its favour and twenty-one against, It was there- 
‘ore lost, 

The original motion was then put with a like result, twelve votes being 

given in its favour and twenty-five against. 
Summons 1n CHAMBerns—So.iciror’s Fee. 
Mr. A. H. Hastie moved, in accordance with notice:—‘‘ That in the 


opinion of the Incorporated Law Society it is desirable that in all cases where 
one of the parties to a summons in chambers attends by counsel and the other 


by a solicitor, and the summons is marked as fit for counsel, the solicitor 
shal in the absence of good cause to the contrary, be allowed a fee of not less 
Mr, 8, Srxze, C.0. (London), seconded the motion, but rather regretted. 
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that it did not go further. This was a question which, to his mind, interested 
the public. He had for many years been a member of the profession, and he 
had seen, very frequently, cases going before a judge in chambers in both 
divisions of the court in which counsel had been unnecessarily employed, and 
it had frequently been his lot, when attending to oppose these applications to 
have succeeded in obtaining—he was speaking hed of the cuss Bench 
Division—the refusal to certify for counsel on the other side. He had 
frequently induced the judge to say, ‘‘ This is an application which ought not 
roy been attended by counsel, A solicitor is equally qualified, and I will 
not certify for counsel,” The employment of co was an enco ent to 
solicitors, he was sorry to say, to increase costs, which they desired to avoid 
in the interests of their clients, and when they found that counsel was to be 
employed on one side, they were induced to employ them on the other. It 
increased costs, because there were affidavits and copies of various documents 
to be su — to counsel. He was quite sure that solicitors felt that it was 
undesirable in the interests of the public to increase costs, and he was sure 
also that the present generation of solicitors were in many instances competent 
to appear in these matters equally with counsel or even better, because they 
knew all the facts of their case, which facts they could not, with the v 
best intentions, infuse into the minds of counsel, and they could deal wi 
them—certainly in the Queen’s Bench Division—far better than could counsel. 
He perfectly agreed that there were many points of law which could be better 
argued by counsel, and in those cases it was pe to employ counsel ; but if 
a solicitor was able to argue these legal points he should have the benefit of 
the increased fee. Most of them knew that if they ap in these cases in 
the Queen’s Bench Division they got a fee of 6s, 8d. before the master 
and even before the judge. He had endeavoured to induce the judge to 
increase the fee in many instances. He had pointed out that he~(the 
judge) had the power to do so in exactly the same way as was done by 
the chief clerks in the Chancery Division, but he did not apprehend that 
the rule which enabled the chief clerks and judges in the Chancery Division 
to certify for the higher fee did not equally apply to the Queen’s Bench 
Division. Mr. Justice Field had said to him in one case, ‘‘ I quite agree with 
you. When I see a solicitor before me who takes the trouble to come here, as 
they more frequently ought to, out of respect to the judge, instead of sending 
clerks who are sometimes incompetent, as they often do, the solicitor ought 
to be better remunerated, but I hesitate to make a precedent. Bring it before 
the Incorporated Law Society.” Unless the Society passed a resolution that 
in its opinion not only the two guineas should be allowed, but that there 
should be a further fee allowed to solicitors attending before the judge of the 
Queen’s Bench Division in chambers than 6s. 8d., the solicitors would never 
succeed in getting any further remuneration. Now that the whole of the 
judge’s work in the Queen’s Bench Division consists of appeals from the 
Masters, he (Mr. Spyer), thought it was incumbent upon solicitors in almost 
every case to go there personally if they could. But they would never be 
encouraged to do it until some effort was successfully made to obtain an in- 
creased allowance for so doing. The present 6s. 8d. was a miserable remunera- 
tion, and that was the reason why, in the Queen’s Bench Division, in many 
instances they saw the counsel list overweighted, and the summonses without 
counsel with hardly anybody there. It was to the interest of the public that 
this should be corrected, and he would like to add to the resolution these 
words: ‘‘ The Society is also of opinion that it should be represented to Her 
Majesty’s judges that the fee for attending before the judge in the Queen's 
Bench Division should be discretionary with the judge, and that he should be 
asked to exercise that discretion in all cases,” 

Mr. Hastie accepted the addition, namely, that it should apply in all 
other cases than those specified in his motion. 

Mr, V, I. CHAMBERLAIN (London) moved as an amendment: ‘‘ That the 
council be ——e to consider the question of ,fees allowed to solicitors in 
chambers, and to take such steps as may appear desirable.” He thought the 
subject required more consideration than it was likely to receive at a meeting 
of this kind, and in its present form he thought the resolution imperfect. 

Mr, F, K. Munton (London) seconded the amendment. He thought it 
very undesirable that a hard and fast rule should be fixed. 

Mr. Joun Hunter (London) thought it as well that the meeting should 
know that the council had passed a resolution to this effect several years 
that they should apply to the judges to fix the fee at £2 2s. to the solicitor 
in every case where counsel was on the other side. He thought the resolution 
was communicated to the judges, but was not quite sure. 

Mr. Hastte, in reply, said that it ap to him that the amendment 
was met by what had fallen from Mr. Hunter, therefore, iy | that it was 
the feeling of the council that the allowance should be made, he hoped the 
resolution would he carried. 

The amendment was then put, when forty-eight votes were given in its 
favour and thirty-eight against. It was therefore carried, and it was then 
put as a substantive motion, with the same result. 


Barristers’ CLERKS’ FEEs. 

Mr. Percy Gorpon (London) moved, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ That 
the council be requested to appoint a committee to inquire into and report 
upon the present practice of paying fees to barristers’ with a view to 
the abolition of such fees.” He thought no one would — the im ce 
of the subject. He supposed there was no practisi citor who had not 
at some time or other been struck by the ext nary anomaly of the 
practice of paying barristers fees which now prevailed. When v had 
occasion to consult or employ counsel, with the fee which was sent them it 
was necessary to add a certain precentage for the fee to the clerk. Of course, 
it was im ble to be blind to the fact, that should the committee for which 
he asked be appointed, and the result be the abolition of these clerks’ fees, it 
might indirectly inflict a large pecuniary ad lrg wee pad but that was 
a t for the committee to deal with, But if that should be the result, it 

proved that the present practice was a had one, and counsel should be 
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Mr. F, R. Parker (London) seconded the 
that, waetveer wns Comte Cement they 
principle and vicious and erroneous in practice, 
proper time to go into details, but it must be kno 
the scale of clerks’ fees no objection was raised 
ten guineas, whereas if it were made twelve guineas 
because it did not carry with it the enhanced fee 
to if it was marked with fifteen guineas, That 
barrister occupied, and wasa good instance of the 
two masters.’ 

Mr. Spyer remarked that in Ireland the fee was so many guineas for the 
barrister and nothing for the clerk. 

Mr. Hastie thought that if the public wished the fees abolished 
should move in the matter. There was no reason why solicitors 
object so long as their clients did not mind paying the fees. 

Mr. RicharD SmitH (London) moved the previous question, because he 
thought it undesirable that the society in public i oes a > 
capacity should enter into questions between as tae’ onde the 


profession. 
Mr. H. E. Grippie (London) seconded. 
The previous question was carried by sixty-two votes to fifty-one. 
Law Socrery Ci0s.—Susscriprions. 
Mr. Joun Hunter (London) moved the ree resolutions, of which he 
of the rules and tions of the 
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had given notice :—*“ That rules 3 and 4 
Law Society Club be altered as follows : — Rule 3.—That in li 
four ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘five guineas’ as the su i 
be paid by members of the club taking out town certificates. 
” be substituted for ‘ five guineas 


That in lines five and six ‘six gui 
the subscription to be paid ey members who do not take cat annual 


certificates, if they hold any offices in the Judicature, 
reside within ten miles of the Post 

He said the club was governed by rules which 
society generally, and under these it was 
general meeting to sanction the alterations 
the club had satisfied themselves by their pate 
was started under the new regulations that it could not be 

fully without a subscription of six guineas of five. The 
had been agreed to unanimously ata and 
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they knew nothing about it. They did not know whether an extra guinea 
was required or not. 

Mr. Waxrer seconded. 

The motion was lost, eight votes being given in its favour and a large 


oan inst 
‘ he aetna motion was then carried, 
Mr. Justice Manisty,—Mr. Justice Fre.p. 


The following notice stood on the paper of business :—‘ Mr. Charles Ford 
will move: ‘The members of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom, in general meeting assembled, hereby record their sense of the 

loss sustained by the judicial bench owing to the death of Mr. Justice 

isty and the retirement of Mr. Justice Field, whose long career of 

honourable and distinguished services.to the State was in each case com- 
menced in the ranks of the solicitors’ profession.’”’ 

-Phe Presmpent said: You will have noticed there are some resolutions 
standing in the name of Mr. Ford. Mr. Ford is not able to get here to-day. 
One of them relates to the death of Mr. Justice Manisty and the raising of 
Mr. Justice Field to the peerage. Mr. Ford was going to move resolutions, 
one of condolence, and the other congratulating Baron Field. I wish to 

the that the council, in the name of the society, passed 
resolutions in both these cases, and forwarded the resolution of sympathy to 
Lady Manisty, and the other congratulation to Baron Field. We had an 
extremely nice letter from Baron Field, in which he spoke of the useful 
measures which the society constantly brought forward. 


CoMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OATHS. 

The nvonagaes Sarg stood on the paper of business :—“ Mr, Charles Ford 
will move: ‘ in the opinion this meeting the remarks of Mr. 
Justice Kay in Bourke v. Davis, in reference to the practice of commissioners 
when istering oaths, call for the serious attention of the council of 
the society, with a view to improving such practice” ’ ; but as Mr. Ford was 
not present it was not proceeded with. 


Liprary CaTALocuE. 

Mr. F. RB. Parker asked, in accordance with notice, the following 
: “* What progress has been made with the new catalogue of the 
library, and when will it be available for the members, and on what terms ? ”’ 
Paxsmenxt: The new catalogue is in type as far as the word 
ae + -_ we, will be — oe the niin about Midsummer, 
entire collection is catalogued, but the arranging and editing are 

not yet completed. pee — 
Parker moved the following resolutions, of which he had given 
: “1, That the new catalogue be followed by annual supplements, 
until such time as, in the opinion of the council, it be desirable to re-issue 
the whole.” “2. That the catalogue should include, in an appendix, the 
Mendham Collection.” He observed that every new book which came into 


i 


Ext 


the ‘must of necessity, be recorded iy the librarian. The object of 
a was to inform the members of contents of the library, to 
imerease their interest in it, and whether it were called a supplement or a 
mere of a list which the librarian must necessarily keep, he thought 
it be distributed and circulated. He apprehended that many of the 
members were not much better acquainted than he (Mr. Parker) was with 
the ion. It was a collection of very valuable books, 


about 250 
amounting to t in all, which were presented to the Institution in 
1871, hope, formed by Mr. Mendham, and placed by him at the 
disposal of Mr. Collette. They related principally to controversies between 
the Churches of England and Rome, especially during 1688. _Intrinsically, 
he believed they were of great value. To the members they had proved of 
little or no value, and they were filling up the shelves. He had enquired of 
the librarian, ard ascertained that during the thirteen years he had been 
appointed he had been applied to by no member in respect of them. The 
books were partly in the examination hall, and podet moly be ghorg /) 
not had 


ission to consult them. Mr. 


Collette, who had assisted in bringing to the lil » was he (Mr. 
Parker) believed a student the subject mainl t with, and it 
was conceivable that he desired to have > cueds taok ter We 


members it. At , 80 few existed, that the librarian was 
of one re ey he kept under lock and k He himself 

‘ never of the until the other day. It had 
occarred to that these valuable books could very well be replaced by 
books more and table to a societ Par cig Ber gee 
Very few were in the subjects of which the co ion treated, and 


there were many books sadly needed in the library, and which would be 


a very uisition, He had written to the council esting that 
it would be desirable that the collection should be sold, and that if it were 
considered books of i 


_ suitable character should be substituted. 
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only this one library, and when he remembered that year by year the 
number of solicitors was i ing, he was desirous more than ever to make 
the contents of the collection known, and to enco similar gifts. He 
expressed thanks on his own behalf, and on that of the other members 
frequenting the library for the great improvement which had taken place 
in recent years in connection therewith—an improvement which was bearin 
fruit in the numbers that resorted to the library, The librarian had tol 
him there were more members came there now in one day than was formerly 
the casein a week. It was bearing fruit also in the energy, accuracy, and 
ability of the librarian and his two assistants, 

Mr. A. E. Frxcu (London) seconded the motions. Speaking of the Mend- 
ham Collection he said it was a most remarkable and valuable collection of 
theological and ecclesiastical works, and contained some of the finest and 
most rare editions of the cow rma He agreed that it might be of advantage 
to sell it or exchange it, but if it were retained it was most desirable that a 
catalogue should be printed as an appendix to the general catalogue of the 
li . The extraordinary and valuable books in the collection were of 
singular beauty, and in splendid condition. 

Mr. R. Penniveton (London, Chairman of the Finance Committee) said he 
was always compelled by virtue of his position to consider the question of 
expense, bat he thought Mr. Parker would probably not feel indisposed to 
accept a compromise. The — of a supplement every year might be 
avoided and probably it would be sufficient for Mr. Parker’s purp2se, if the 
supplement were printed every three years, Of course the —— catalogue 
was posted up from year to year, and of course that was only in the library, 
and the members not the benefit of it in their own offices; but that was 
peaatty not a matter of very serious consequence, because the number of 

ks entered in the course of a year would not bear a large proportion to the 
total number in the library, If Mr. Parker would accept the suggestion he 
would be quite in accord with him (Mr. Pennington). It would be printed 
once in three years with a view to giving facilities to members to ascertain what 
books were in the library. And it was somewhat important not to spend more 
money than was absolutely necessary in the present state of the ces of 
the society, as owing to various innovations they had in for the benefit 
of the legal profession, the funds required to be carefully husbanded. With 
regard to the second motion, referring to the Mendham Collection, he would 
suggest that it might not be convenient to members that they should have 
added to their catalogue so bulky an addition. And again it would not be 
desirable to reprint the Mendham Collection catalogue so frequently as 
they might wish to reprint and circulate the general catalogue. He would 
suggest that the general catalogue should be kept ——- its present 
form, and that a sufficient number of the Mendham ion catalogues 
should be printed to supply members who had no copies—many he believed 
had — for a large number were circulated some years ago. It should be 
printed separately instead of being bound up with the general catalogue. — 

Mr. Parxer said he had very great pleasure in accepting the suggestion, 
the second with , apres ure than the first, and both without prejudice to 
his right to do hi to persuade the council to take another course on 
another occasion, just as he reserved his right to bring forward his original 
ee oe Saeane the books when the occasion should arise, 

. B. J. L. Frere (London) observed that the catalogue would not be 
printed until 1891, and there could be no supplement until after that date. 

Mr. Pennineton: No, of course; that be so. 

The motions were then agreed to in the following form:—‘1. That the 
new catalogue be followed by triennial supplements until such time as, in 
the opinion of the il, it be desirable to re-issue the whole. 2. That the 
catalogue of the Mendham Collection be printed and circ " 

Mr. Goxpon moved, and Mr. Fixcu seconded, a vote of thanks to the 


President, with which the proceedings 5 











LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE FINAL HONOURS’ EXAMINATIONS. 


Each paper consisted of nine instead of ten questions as formerly, the 
omission of one question being evidently designed to enable candidates to 
bestow more time on the final question of each paper, and so constitute a test 
for the new prize awarded for practical know . For the benefit of future 
candidates we append these four special questions, which appear fairly well 
adapted to test and discover the best all-round practical man. 

conveyancing paper was made up of statute and case law in fairly even 
a Shelley's case, Avis v. Newman, Alewander vy. Alexander, &c., 
ing counterbalanced by the Settled Land Act Statute of Uses, Trustee Act, 
1888, and the Agricultural Holdings Act. The Equity paper did not involve 
much knowledge of statute law, consisting chiefly of questions on pag in- 
ciples and such comparatively recent cases as Re Jeune, Field vy. White, 
Day v. Brownrigg, Pollard v. Photographic Co., Kinnaird vy. Trollope, &c., or as 
arranged under titles they may be described as dealing with company law, 
executor’s right of retainer, voluntary trusts, injunctions, mortgages, specific 
performance, and club law, The Common Law and Bankruptcy paper calls 
for but little comment beyond the fact that no question appears to have 
been asked on the law of torts, except a practice point as to the line for 
defence in a libel action when an order is made for the delivery of particulars. 
The final Japer in the other subjects, taken as a whole, was easier than the 
corresponding questions at the pass examination, this was more icularly 
the case as regards the Probate and Divorce questions, Appended will be 
found the four special questions before referred to: 

9. Real estate has been settled by will to the use of A (testator’s eldest son) 
for life, with remainder to his first and other sons successively in tail male 
with remainder, in default of male issue of A to testator's right heirs. A. 





ho is ty) has a wife li : and has but 
ro aged shy) as wife ving, oe ‘ity, anda no sons 
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has borrowed largely on his life interest coupled with policies of insurance on 
his life, the premiums on which, with interest at 5 per cent. on the loans, 
absorb the income of the real estate. Can you any mode by which he 
can be relieved of any portion of the burthen upon his income ? 

18. A trader having a large and prosperous business is considering the 
advisability of converting it intoa limited company, and seeks information 
from you (1) as to the means of so doing ; (2) the relative advantages and 
disadvantages ; (3) the practicability of keeping the scope of the business 
unaltered ; (4) his power of a a paramount control over the conduct of 
the business. State briefly the mw. So points you would mention under these 
several heads. 

27. A client brings you a letter from a solicitor claiming compensation for 
breach of a contract to take a furnished house, and threatening a if 
a satisfactory offer is not made. It ap that the facts are these :—Your 
client wrote to A. B. enquiring upon what terms he would be willing to let 
his house furnished. A. B. replied by letter that he was prepared to let his 
furnished for three months at four guineas per week, from the 25th day of 
March, 1888, possession to be given on that day. Your client replied (also 
by letter) simply accepting the offer, and on the 25th March he and his 
family took possession. On the morning of the 26th he received a letter 
from A. B., which apparently had been delayed in transmission, stating that 
as he understood your client had a young family (a fact he was not previously 
aware of) he could not let him the house at the rent mentioned, but that he 
should require five guineas per week. Upon this your client forthwith 
vacated the house, a wrote to A.B. expressing his surprise ut his letter,and 
stating that he declined to have anything more to do with him or his house. 
Shortly afterwards he received the lawyer's letter above referred to. What 
advice would you give your client as to his position? and give (in full) the 
letter you should write to A. B.’s solicitor. 

36. You receive a call from a person who declares himself to be an intimate 
friend of a client of yours. He brings a letter signed but not written by your 
client, in which the latter states that he is too unwell to come to you himself, 
and requests you to carry out the instructions that will be conveyed to you by 
his friend Mr. A., the bearer, as if given by himself. Mr. A. produces no 
written instructions of your client as to his testamentary wishes, but the 
instructions which he gives you are quite intelligible and easy to carry out, 
and are such as you nena have anticipated your knowledge of the 
testator, his family obligations and his circumstances. No benefit is conferred 
on Mr. A. by the will. You are requested to prepare, and have the will 
copied for signature as yy | as possible, and Mr. A. tells you that the 
testator desires him to call for it at some appointed time, and take it away to 
get it signed and witnessed. How should you act in the supposed case ? 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


LrverPoo. Law Srupznts’ Assocrarion.—April 28.—A debate was held 
on the following subject for discussion:—Was the case of Gardner v. 
Ingram (61 L. T. N. 8. 729) rightly decided? Mr. W. Lockwood opened 
usar ee e. Mages, Mathe Priest, and mn Seetmion 
su) essrs. 5 r, yrne. e question 
was decided in the negative by a majority of five. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen have been called to the Bar :— 

LINCOLN’s-INN.—Harrop William, Abel Harrison, University College, 
Oxford ; John Chapman Andrew, B.A., Oxford ; erick Edward Farrer, 
New College, Oxford; Alfred Ernest Cotton, Christ Church, Oxford ; 
Stanislaus » Eyre; John Galsworthy, B.A., Oxford; Thomas 
Borrowdale, and John Arthur Price, B.A., Oxford. 

InnER TEMPLE.—William Robarts Hamilton; James Kelleher ; Alexander 
Leopold Morris, B.A., LL.B,, London, M.A. Cambridge (holder of a Scholar- 
ship in Equity, awarded February, 1890); Edwin Leach Hartley, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Eustace Alfred Reynolds Ball, B.A., Oxford ; Charles Wiltens 
Andrée Hayward, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Beresford Cane, B.A., Cambridge $ 
Benjamin Beckham Sapwell, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Robert Eaton White, 
B.A., Oxford ; Leonard James, B.A., Oxford; Patrick Peter Joseph Lynch ; 
Abraham Stoker, M.A., Dublin; Alexander Mere Latham, B.A., Oxford; 
William Hugh Montgomery, B.A., Oxford ; Charles Earle Bevan Petman, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Emil Anthony Trier, B.A., Oxford; John Lyon Corser, B.A., 
Oxford ; William Barrow Simonds, B.A., Oxford ; Robert S Adair, B.A., 
Oxford; Maurice Henry Hewlett ; Edward evi Godfrey Godfrey Faussett, 
B,A., Oxford ; Charles Waterfield Hayward, B.A., Oxford ; George Horace, 
Condy, M.A., Oxford ; Sidney Whittell Knox ; Diwan Doulet Ram ; Climenson 
Yelverton Charles Dawbarn, M.A., Cambridge; and Henry Allan Holden 





Steward, B,A., Oxford. 
Mippie Tempie.—Charles Lindstedt Modellier Eales, Bengal Civil 
Service; Colonel Aubone George Fife; Alfred Hen rence, B.A., 


Trinity College, Cambridge ; Harry Broughton University of London ; 
Alick James Tassell, B.A., New College, Oxford; Henry John Staples, 
University of London; Frederick Percy Lysaght, B.A., Exeter Coll 
Oxford ; Augustus Jackson Shears, B.A., Cambridge Universit ; Niha 
Chand, B,A., Punjaub University; Alfred Henry Wildy; Gampatrao 
ena Gaekwad ; Beaufoi Moore ; Frederick Low ; and Francis Oswald 
dlin. 
Gray’s Inn. —Lance Bentley. 


ne 
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Bx a recent case, according to the Zimes, the Master of the b 
of the court in which the a peal judges sit: “This court is a 
to the Board of Works. do not that it 

ted in the manner in which all the other in Europe are done, 
ut for it to be as it is is a disgrace.” 





SIR ALBERT ROLLIT’S BANKRUPTCY BILL. 
Tux following report on the Bill has been issued by the Oommittes 
of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 
Ce 
trustee—the doctrine 
mittee are of that if 
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of this clause. 

Clause 1 (4).—This enlarges the act of bankruptcy by suspension of 
—— eb detain ents anna taht Gath teens for 
a to submit the state of his affairs to his creditors a view to 
a private arrangement or composition without committing an act of 
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ereof becomes with the whole matter, may be of 
com; kind, and yet he is to be disqualified from being trustee 
th because be holds in his hands money which he 


. Sach a result cannot have been the framers of 

the and the committee therefore suggest clause 8 (@ be 

Clause 8 (2) (3).—The words “ for misconduct or breach of duty" should 
be added after the word “‘ property.”’ 

Clause 8 (3).—This clause proposes to sub-sections y Bd 8 
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ness the following words should be added after the word “ liabilities,’’ | person shall be entitled at all reasonable times to inspect a debtor’s state. 

viz. :—*‘ unless he shall the court that the fact that the assets are | ment of affairs, and take any copy or extract therefrom, without being 

not of a value equal to 10s. in the £ on the amount of his unsecured uired to make a written application or to specify any in 

liabilities has from circumstances for which he cannot be justly erence thereto, upon payment of such fee as may be » provid 

held responsible.’ There was a similar provision in the Bankruptcy Act, | that any person who is not a creditor of the bankrupt shall not be entitled 

1869. to make such Se ee eer are an i 

: Clause 9 (4).—This clause is novel and and should be omitted.| Note.—It is suggested authority to inspect a debtor’s statement o: 
2 a affairs before the appointment of a trustee be given to a creditor’s agent, 


no reason a an equity of redem: 2 should not 
footing as other property as regards valuation. 

this clause it was proposed to make certain acts of a 
, but the clause has, it is understood, been with- 


.—This clause to make it compulsory on the court 
a) ae pe scheme of ent in certain 
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this clause, if it becomes law, will be very 
serious upon all creditors dealing with a debtor who becomes bankru: 
within six months after a transfer, conveyance, payment, or obligation, 
executed, or incurred. All such transfers, &c., are to be presumed 
the other creditors until the contrary is 
ee ee oe onus of proving all such 
to be la a the creditor, instead of, as at present, 
reqezing the perty impeaching tho transaction to make out is cae 
the clause would have the effect of rendering business impos- 
transaction which took p 
previous six months, however 
The eines theref we teaeeh eens strongest on js Arve 
lore 0 
6 rejection of clause 13. oom 
—This clause makes it incumbent u solicitors and 


for their employment has been 
in cases of urgency, and in such 
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sub-section (3) (//, -three and forty-eight of the Act, “ six 

months” E for “‘ three months,” a 
Note.—The effect of these two clauses will be to y abolish 
deeds of arrangement with creditors under the of Arrangement 
or two or more smaller 


that | Act 


duly authorized in writing. 

Clause 8, (1.) The appointment of a trustee in pursuance of sub- 
section one of section twenty-one of the —— Act shall be made by a 
resolution passed by a majority in number and value of the creditors 
present in person 6 poy So ee. 

(2.) A person shall be not fit to act as trustee of the property of 
the bankrupt in the following among other cases :— 

a) Where there sre reasonable grounds for believing that he is account- 
able to the estate ; 

(3.) Where he has been previously removed from the office of trustee of 


(3.) Deb sotions fino, six, seven, and Jae of the said section twenty- 
one, and sub-section three of section eighty-seven of the principal Act 


pe (1). The following example will illustrate the 
—— of this sub-section. Aseume a bankrupt’s liabilities are £10,000. 
claims of the three principal creditors amount in the aggregate to 
£9,500, four other creditors’ added together are £500, the four 
creditors for £500 can prevent the three creditors for £9,500 from appoint- 
ing their nominee as trustee, uently, no resolution poe Faye 
the appointment vests in the official receiver, pursuant to 54, 
sub-section 1 of the principal Act. Sub-section (3). Will enable the 
official receiver to become trustee in all cases, which is contrary to the 


it of the cipal Act. 
ag ed eae Then shall be repealed so much of section fifty-five of 


pt | the principal Act as limits the time within which a trustee may disclaim 
disclaiming 


, and as prevents a trustee from @ lease without the 
ve of the court. 

(4.) Where a trustee has incurred any liability by reason of having 
omitted to disclaim any onerous property, he shall not be discharged from 
the liability by his removal from or the resignation of his office, or by any 
release ted to him in pursuance of section eighty-two of this Act, and 
any such Hability shall not devolve on the official receiver as trustee. 

Note.—Sub-section (4). This should only apply to the wilful neglect of 
the trustee; and there can be no valid reason why the official receiver 
—- be exempted from liability in the event of similar neglect of duty 
on ‘ ae 

Olanse 17.—(1.) The power of creditors to remove a trustee under 
section eighty-six of the principal Act shall be exercised by like resolution 
to that by a trustee may be appointed. 

(2.) The power of the of Trade to remove a trustee under section 
eighty-six of the principal Act shall extend to any case in which the 

are of opinion that the trustee is, by reason of lunacy, sickness, 
absence, or otherwise, incapable red mney his duties, or that his con- 
nection with or relation to the pt, or estate, or any ular 
creditor might make it difficult for him to act with imp ty in the 
creditors ° 
Note.—Sub-section (2). Power to remove a trustee should be vested in 
the court, and not in Board of Trade. This sub-section is drawn as 


ag le. 
Cleese §.—(1). Section one hundred and twenty-one of the principal 
which empowers the court to order that a debtor’s estate be adminis- 
ina manner) shall have effect as if for the words “ three 
hundred pounds’ were substituted therein the words ‘five hundred 


Note.—This clauee will enable the official receiver to realize in a sum- 
manner before the creditors are consulted, all estates, the value of 
administration 


. Summary 
by auction or otherwise of all 
cash, without regard to the value of goodwills 
property 


jestions as to pal a submitted that one of the amendments of 
the ptcy Bill should deal with the question of proxies. There is a 
eee rey © ee rang ceeesene Remar tm epeaan poories 
sh be abolished. Their use is seldom resorted to, owing to the 
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as his representative. The only objection which is raised to the adoption 
of the above at 8, is the possibility of unscrupulous persons resort- 
ee eas Pa for proxies, but it is submitted that 

edule 1 of the ptcy Act of 1883 is sufficiently strong 
to meet this objection, and has effected the reform aimed at, and works 


satisfactorily. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Witi1am Epwarp Oarrwricut, solicitor, of Newcastle-under- 
Lyme, has been —— and Solicitor to the Newcastle-under- 
Lyme Mutual Building Society, succession to his partner, the late 

. Thomas Harding. Mr. Oartwright was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 

Mr. Rosert Turesure Rerp, Q.0., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of 
the Inner Temple. 

Mr. Cuartzs Haicu, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of the 
Borough of Scarborough, in succession to the Jate Mr. Alfred Walter 
Simpson. Mr. Haigh is the fifth son of Mr. John Haigh, of Scarborough. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1869, and 
he is a member of the North-Eastern 


Mr. Epwarp Tuomas Rice Woop, solicitor, of Newtown, 
and Lianidloes, has been appointed Clerk to the ‘Radnorshire County 


‘Council, in succession to the late Mr. William 8 of Presteign. 
Mr. Wood was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He is county treasurer 


oleae registrar of the Rhayader Oounty clerk to the 
coun’ 


magistrates at Rhayader. 

Mr. Henry Ona«rtzs Burnuam, solicitor (of the-firm of Burnham & 
Lewin), of Wellingborough, has been ted Clerk to the Welling- 
boro Burial Board and Olerk to the County Magistrates. Both offices 
were held by his father, the late Mr. George Burnham. 

Mr. Wirii1am Grorcz Oarrer Mrrcustt, solicitor, of Bedford, has been 
appointed by the high sheriff of Bedfordshire (Mr. Henry Hilton Green 
to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the year. ; Mitch 


-was admitted a solicitor in 1869. He is clerk to the county magistrates 
Bedford. 


at 
Mr. Tomas Hznry Frerp Lartuorn (of the firm of Blake, & 


Lapthorn), Leip od Southsea, and Gosport, has been appointed a 


Mr. Joun Burnes, chief magistrate for the Metropolis, has received the 
honour of knighthood. aise 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Dissoivtion. 


Hill, & 39, > . 

said H Rivington Hill retiring therefrom as from that date. The 
practice will continue to be carried on under the same style or firm 
the said Arthur Torriano Rickards, in co- ership with Henry 

=) (son of the late Mr. John Henry a former en of the said 





GENERAL. 

A Bill has been brought in by Sir Henry James for estab] the 
See atecr ioe an vind chet both fi capttel ay ae 
ce there an a) an non- 

cases & sastion may bo chabeh for the Comst of 
Appeal ibe pep eh ig es of the High Court of Justice and of the 
paint = oe th 

hearing a case the court must be formed of not less than three or more 
than seven judges. 

The following are the arrangements made ag judges (Baron Huddle- 
ston and Mr. Justice Lawrance) for holding the ensuing assizes on 
the Northern ayy ew Gy Commission will be ~ 
on Saturday, May 3, an verpool on Saturday, , 10. Business 
wil comment exch place on the fellowing Monday at Ti - 
special causes commence at Manchester on Wednesday 
and’ at Liverpool on Wedn , May 14. When acause in the list has 
been settled ediate notice thereof must be given to the associate by the 
party who entered it. 


Sir Albert Rollit’s Bankruptcy Amendment Bill, says the Daily 
Telegraph, underwent discussion on Monday, at the Commercial e 
Rooms, Mincing-lane, at the hands of one of the largest ever 
held of persons engaged in the wholesale tea and Sir 
H Peek oroney g the chair. The unanimous seemed to be 

passed in its present form the measure interfere 


that would 

with the rights of creditors. It was complained that the of the 
yasmotees Wee to peevenh ctonentels sicie. Seetapneas Gen. Oise 
every case into one, Ges re ee Sn oe officialism, with 
heavy costs, waste of assets, and di ds redu: Po aes 
Both personally and as creditors the traders wish to keep out of the . 
ruptey Court. 

Tn the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Lawrence asked the Secretary 
we Dopey vaether bh hee Bh oe Gn Se See 
notice in the Gasette office—viz., ‘‘ All advertisements 
to be issued in pursuance of statutes or under orders of the court m 
be signed by a solicitor of the Supreme Court; the was 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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Baeap 
x Hewatrre Iron anp Sreet_Co, Lusrrep—By an order made by 
. J. dated April 19. it was ordered that the company be wound up 
&Co. New 
OWNERS 


Strand, solors for petner 
‘WAREHOUSE Go, Lancer ~Creaitor are required, on ore May 19, 


tosend their names and addresses, a a the. oatlanlern ¢ of “thelr aie debts Sond 
claims, to William Alexander, Me North John Liverpool 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF OLam. 
* ae Gasette—Fripay, April 11. 
, Ironm . April 15. Edd Edd ’ 
moore. 8% 4 oe onger. Ap owes Vv owes 
TUREDAY. iS, Ages 15. 


London Gazette.— 
at oy Piddocte, How Hereford, Farmer. May 10. Prance v Dale, 


Saunas ‘A Marta Pengiors, Countess, Melbury rd. Ken- 
a 24. Biddulph v Biddulph, North, J. Fulford, Theobald’s 


Tenton Gants Perey. April 18, 
Farmer. 
ne Chitty, yao Brettell, gf Aa 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 22. 


May 24. Lane v Bette- 


a RACH, Little t: 
oe Sree, Beeps Paraee May %. Church 


Ta Brightman, Now _ 3. 8 
r1g8, 3 ° i 7 gg RS Aw tewart v Taylor, Regi:- 


Innion Gasette.—FRiway, April 25. 
BARRETT, MATTHEW RICHARD, High st, Bow, Licensed Victualler. 


Parki Barrett, Chitty, —~ at. 
a ad v t, Ohitty, J. Dyson, Devonshire onshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate 


Exton, JouN, Horton, near scien 14. 

ron a May Exton v Breaks, Chitty, J. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 29. 
JONES, ELIZABETH, By A, 4 Hg May BS. Banks v Jones, Chitty, J. 
8 
. Farmer. 

Levers, Sting, J. Hurrell & say tayo, attr fv 
PALMER, JAMEs, Ald Wilts, Baker. May 23. Aaey vi Palmer, Stirling, J. 


, Rams 
TRMPERLEY, HAT. nt Chester, 4 A 
arsr AH, : Massey, Ches' Farmer, May 27. Timperley 
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Butz, Jom, Saltburn by Soa, York, Boa. May 31. Bell v Bell, Ohitty, J 
‘unns, Old J awry 





page ts , cmaaeel Estab. 1875), who also undertake 








AN PARKER, J. MELLOR, Liverpool, Cotton Broker Bes, Daven eee st, King’s Oross, Fishmonger 
B KRUPTCY NOTICES. | “Erman Pet April 11 Ord April 23 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, 
London Gasette—F rtpay, April 25. Pau, — 2 a ye’s Wharf, Oanal Bridge, Old ‘Lingo’ inn 
en a; Manufacturer High Court Undercliffe. Bradf Gardener May 
RECEIVING ORDERS. pervect April 23 Ord April 28 Sto 11 Off Reo, 31, Manor-row, 

Brestsy, Joseru. and WiLtiaM BEESLEY, Prescot | Prreoy ERISK THOMAS, Lympne, 

._ Lancs, Painters Liverpool Pet April 21 O: Canterbury Pet April 21 Ord April 21 May 6 at 3 a seca ft 

” April 21 | POWELL, CoRNELIUS LE , Vauxhall B: oi 0. May 5 at 12 
Buwson, Stuzon Jou. Idle, } Fart, Bates Bradford Gent High Court Pet April 21 Ord April 21 Off en Pet i Ae 

Pet April 22 | Paton. ALF Vietualler JEYNES, ae Goenehouse, 


2 
a Grzorce, Newcastle uvon Tyne, | Cor 
Restaurant Marager Newcastie upon Tyne Pet —. JOHN 





23 Ord April 22 Court Pet Feb7 Ord March 13 Kine. Horace, 's Watchmaker 2 at 
ee ca, > Laca Menufactarer | Sreet, JoHN, Barrow in F Joiner Barrow in 19 Court Hone end ae 
Nottingham Pet April 21 Furness Pet April 22 “Ord April 3 LALONDE, ALFEED aND, Weston super Mare, 
wakes ips a Aneser Leicester Pet | SLATER, GeorGE, Blackburn, To t Black- late Farmer Sat 1145 Railway Hotel, 
burn Pet April9 Ord April 22 Westonsuper 
7 Diss, ap to Mer- THOMPSON, JAMES Saxby, Chatham, Merchant » Wir Newton Rs pea ees 
ieee dere Brea So a1 Rochester Pet April 23 Ord April 23 May 5 at 12 ft. 16, Satheee, circus, Exeter 
ser Wut, THoMas LAMBERT , Club Manager | Orrzy, Percy J on Trent, Ohemist 
tay Oe | Cardiff Pet April19 Ord April 19 May 8 Sat 12 Midland Hotel , Station st, Burton 
Apel 8 es @ Giem, | Wriors, Puree, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Builder 2, 
eath Pet April 21 Ord | Birkenhead Pet 2 >» | Roguns, W. Bayswater, 
Youne, Jamas, st, rd, Gent ‘May 8 at 11 83 a Eas ’s inn 
ead Glos, Farmer Gloucester Licensed V: Court Pet March field 
Pet 4 Ora April 21 Ord April 21 TT FOAL0, Smsteds Duteher May 2 at 11.30 
ik Tuomas BgxJauis St. Aldate’ 


Fi B Bg 
~ Pet 23 Got Antes /: 
SE On Per Ae oe ed ent on | Bora. WILLIAM GEORGE, 
om! ANIEL, Preston, Agent Preston Pet 
April 2: Ord April 
sooager High Cours Pet April 2 Ont epi 32 % 
r 
Hi Court Pet i -_ 200MS, ALPEED, Coventry yr, M 
56 Out Aged 38 at i! Off Rec, 17, Herttora 





nt 
~ Bligh 
ra st, entry 
ay Settarer Hochonsr es apes St Ori | Poteae Papets, Looe, goeer May © ot 11 O8 
Omanrzs. Eest Tuddenham Bure Winans . Sandown, I 
Parmer Norwich Pet fenhem, | Norfolk, | “VSisy Tat 3, Holyrood chmbrs, N IW 





Tuomas, Patterdale, ‘estmorian4d, 
26 at 12 City Hall, Estate Room, Castle 


rete? Sit 11.20 oe ark: Seton ee P 
WILLIAM SAMUEL. Bermondsey New rd, 
Pepatcher May 7 at12 88, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AWDE, oe Barnard Durham, Seed 
Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


owtete on Tyne, 
Off March 24 Ord April 22 


Restaurant Manager May 2 at 3.30 bosons Pet 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne BENso — OHN, Baker - 
J Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer * ok: "Onn — tad 


ford 


RIERLEY, JOSEPH April 22 
a Soe, 1S eee Church walk, Brub, Buvantat, Deron shire st, Portland lace, late 





M’s D 
Lander ays) SORES Sedge eh On 
Aprils 31 Ord Ageg tgcrertiag Bue Boi 

W, Grocer | Bowzn, Many, Gwodwnenaur, Trelech, Varmarthen- 
* ae Widow Carmarthen Pet March 8 Ord 


8 
t, on st, Ohina 
April22 Ord April Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool Pet ; 
Horgiss, EREUREIOE OuAxLES, Gt St Helen's Dawmison, st, Corn Merchant April 
Merchaat High Court April 21 Ord May , Carey Lincoin’ fields CKENHAM ARD 
Zz April 21 7” x1 Danrwer, Wautzaie Haser, Barn 4 --- May - -- ys ten ty ge April sf orOrd 
oe toh 21 Publican Cambridge | Duaon, Fraw Banhill row, 2 at 12 Davids, Soom, Pont 
dongs, Bowsan “Wistiax CuaRtzs, Gloucester, | Bankruptey bldngs, 6 inn Neat BY pet April a1 Ort Ord 
$ Gloucester Pet April 2 Ord | FO spikes Haunt, imigheon Basel, 2 
2 Beddier May 9 at 10 Reo, 18, cir- 5 Seseag Cannon st Hotel, Gent High 
xeter Gourt Pe 





18_ Ord April 1 
Hunry, 


E. 
: yr: ay M: Duswirt, W Plumber 
ALFRED FERDiIsazD, Weston Mare, | Newport, Mon ve Ons Mae Oheain Pet @ Ord April22’ 
cox Bridgwater a April 21 Ord | ors. he ys Suraley aRroe P 


Ls | aa 
Birmingham 
Buteher Portsmouth 
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4 9 RY Gui ees Ord at 5 


oox, Wiu11amM HuGuHEs, dd, Kent Grocer 
se Ha stings F Pet April 19 ond AB prili9 
Py etroas, Dentist 


s er Oourt rat Feb ul Ora April 
JARVIS, ‘Riouano, Me eee =| Publican  oambridge 
J. ad 2 be ~ ah lite Lae Den: 
roncys e en, wd 

Wrexham et March 24 


Jame Tettpoen, nr Fakenham, 
in ‘Holy Ord: Norwich Pet 


EORGE, Basingstoke, Hants, Clerk in Hi 
rders Winchester Pet Janit Ord ‘aril Cad 
LALONDE, ALFRED FERDINAND, W super Mare. 

late Bridgwa' 


bs ter Pet April 18 Ord 
Latasury, THomas ArrTuur, 0 Surgeon 
h Court Pet March 31 Ovdapri 25 a 
“ Kingston Pet April 9’ Ord April 19” 
on Tomas Dan en, Frome, Somerset, 
rocer 


frome Pet March Ord April 22 

LonGaLEY, © port, Tailor Portsmouth 

Pet March 28 Ord April 12 
Lo Abbe: Berm 

grocer Court Pet March om Ord A: 23 
Marpon, WiLLIaM, Newton Abbot, De - 

man Pet April 21 Ord’ April 3 

Halifax, Stationer Halifax Pet 


Haney, 
A 18 Ord April 21 


ril 2 
SLATER, Gaoeen, ) Blackburn, , - ecmmmaeed Black- 
burn Pet a AS ae April 


1 rr st, Com- 

mission Agent High Goats Pet Feb 5 Ord 

rams, Epwin P., Park * Park lane High Court 
Pet Vec 21 Ord April 

Tay: GrorGeE Henry, ns lane, Iron Merchant 
H Gourt Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Waitt, THomas Lampert, Cardiff, ‘Cub Manager 
Cardiff Pet Aprili9 Ord April 19 
YNNE, Rock Fer ee. Builder 
Birkenhead Pet April 2i Ord April #1 

Yuwpatt, Henry, Henrietta st. Covent Garden, 
Solicitor Bradford Pet March 12 Ord April 21 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


London Gazette.—TUEsDAyY, April 29, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batcomss, BenyamMiw ALFRED, Denmark terr, 
thall me Grocer Windsor Pet April 24 


Sou 
nq 4-7! J Newark, Bavk Manager 
BERT J AMES, A iia 
Nottingham PY. Aprils Pet April 
OHN 


ILLIAM, Liverpool, Road I: tor for 

/3 aaee Oo Liverpool Pet April 2 Ord 

CaRTMAN. THOMAS ace, Ripe, Pepe, Beker Northaller- 
ton Pet April 21 rd Apri 

. Henry James. iN Kent, Driller 
Rochester Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Frais Leeds, Joiner leeds Pet April 


Cornwall, Ironfourder 
i 21 ‘Ord April 25 
unis OHN, Stesnis "Gout Peterborough 
, ca unr Asheabe hen a Ayles- 
e8 , 
DENHAM, a, Gras oral 90 Apel tl Deal 
Ord or 
Hot Apri Aprile 7 


Due Samvget Warts. Mg 
r Leicester Pet April 3 ona mel a5 © 
Epwarps, WILLIAM RY, 


goat 
ounox, Bari, Bousnport, Blackemtth Liverpool 


ponte mh 


i ~ qyuectcr Pew 
pril 90 Ord a ” 





Green Stoke Ne no 
occu, March 


25 
wash yet, a, Cabinetmaker Black- 


burn 
Hazeoors, Sous & @. By Aington 
Green, Gent | oe | Ord 


April 22 
Hust OSsEPH; Martock, Somerset, Hairdresser 
sent, Ee —_— = sae ieee Roy. 

a Hane’ m 
’ Stockbrokers Manchester 


NCE, Manchester, 
Pet April 25 Ord il 26 
-touas. Bridgend, Glam, Boot Desler Cardiff 


" Wivsecten a ee Gea Avril Ss. 
ten "hSesuten 





ORRIS, FREDERICK ALBERT, w Church, 1.W. 
Fariner Newport and Ryde Pet April it Ord 
Oakgs, WILLIAM, Hetowsy 20, China Dealer High 

Court Pet April24 Ord April 24 
Prestos, Mary SENSITIVE . Wintering- 
- az Depots. Widow Gt Grimsby Pot 


ROWLANDS, J om, Baker Chester Pet 
April 16 (ord April 


ROWLETT, J. Retired Stock 
Jobber ‘High Court york 25 Ora April 25 25 
SHRUBSOLE, HaRRIeT 


SHRUBSO; iy, A," — fm — 
bury Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Srrpson, WILLIAM, N Lace Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet 


Arcos Jeweller 
Vadionan, Papas Wanita, e Milford ar Baschu' 
Sal , wasener Shrewsbury Pet a 2 O 


Ap 
Voer, Eiaar Cmanzas, Turin st, Bethnal 
W. .» Holborn circus ghee April 


ALLIS, H. 
Feb 11 Ord oe 
EORGE Cornwall rd, oiine 
Agent High Court et Nov 2 
April 24 


WILEINSON, seine Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet 
April 26° Ord April 26 
Wratt, Grorce Henry, late Amyand ri. Twicken- 

— ead High Court t Mareh 12 Ord 
Wren, Woszz. eerie, Bunioges, Gasfitter 
Birmingham Pet April 2 Ord April%# 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Henry, Gt Maryiebone st, Portland pl, 
Builder May 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bigs, Por- 
A’ r aan ie fam fi da J Cu St 
C) an OHN BRIE, 
eeolen’ "spl, pl, Merchants" May 16 atit 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


st, 
BERT JAMES, Newark, Bank ee 
Of Re Reo, St. Peter’s Church w 
ve, Widow 


2 
: 
8 
g 
roth 
ae 
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Brooxs, J. H. Saternam, Garey, Builder May 7 at 
po Shae Raliway ap Apa ty Zp at 12 
Off Reo, 94, Friar lane, Leloester a” 
Brown, WALTER ». Harlow, 
puintin ios Arms Hi 


pent, Catcher 
at il MCN YA hy Hall Goat ~~ 


y Gsores, Elm 
m = May 13 at 12 33, 

Joskrn. Hi oward terr, ‘Tottenham, 
OnSheer May Tot 12.15 Dimsdale Aree Hose, 


19 ab 11,90 Od hes High se PR =y 
J Be he Agnes, Sawdk tronfounder 


OHN, 

Gat 12 Om See, Remsen, st, Traro 
x N oO Eee 

16 at 2.30 


Giam, 
w, 


Piotare Dealer 
May ¢ ats 











pati. tbe aldats clock, Acsoontant ae 


neg he Olerk May 7 at 

rat re, Goswell Bailder 
ened wee oh Ouray oh Limos on Bd 
ween Off Mag hay Vor! Pe 
May 6at3 Off Rec, 22, row, Leeds . 
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Off 
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= pa, Conte, a ~ Manager 
- Rowen Sam Geen Os aes 
Jotber, High Court, bet Apeil 38 Ord april 
SHRUBSOLE, J WARD 
Chartham, Grocers 
bury Pot April 25 Ord 5 
Pet Apel ot Od ae 
OSBPH, eno, S, — a! oehie, 
% Ord April 25 
: Pet “April 23 Ond Apes 26 
THORNLEY, Nottingham, Lace Manutac- 
Vv. Wottingham Pet. ur Bas 





Wen” eke a Oot 6 wad 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


*Fertomouts Aajed A i, Lx | 


« SOLES OF ENSUING WEEK 
7. & Bousrrexp, £S | 
Ot do clock, Paechotd Building Estate | 
advertisements, April 19, p. 4). | 





pm ——} wom 
es Ae esars. PRICKETT & ENABLES, at the Mart, 
~ “ata Freehold and Leasehold Proper- 
ties (see advertisement, April 26, p. 429). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


ag the wife of Charles Marsh Deui- 
son, — of the Middle Temple, of a 


ter’. 

ELDRED. — A) 24, at Redcliffe - square, South 
eraeatont the wife of Vincent Joseph Eldred, 
oe guy rh. meee, 

Sita les Hate slit of daughter. in 

. a 
17 Ey} 
rai Aapton Loge, | Beseott, 


near eg a nn 


hang — 
MUznay —A ST ane Hiednaes 
of Arthur Turnour Murray, iter-at-law, 
reo a 26, at South Kensington, the wife of 
F. O. Phili Philips batrister-at-law, of daughter 
>-Paarr— Apr 22. 22. at Kington, Herefordshire, 
the wife of F. R. Tidd- solicitor, ofa eon, 
mp ~ OEE 
MARRIAGE. 


ie eg 29, at a ene Arthur 
omas 
sa bends te Kent itt das of Bae 


Dv Boms.—April 25, at West Cromwell-road, Theo- 

eee ee PT oe Oecae, teary ‘Wines tibial, 
—, a 

Tee aR ae Noswishe azed 65, 
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BR. INDERMAUR sontintes to Reed wih Mr. 
THWAITES) with 

feieie mcm dates 

tere ae a 

e tn euch month's Kiet 1ee Stade 

Soca Classes for each Solicitors’ Final and 

Intermediate and Bar Examinations, and 

Pupils also received for Private and Postal Pre- 


Nors.—Studenta with Mr. Indermaur have the 
use of a Set of Rooms at Sor study during 
the day and the use of his here without extra fee, 





CLASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMI- 
jp oy are taken pé:sonally for two hours 


R. Sn. F. EVGGING | (Fieat a fof 
Meany Also Postal Broan. Fe r particulars 
terms, &c., ek 89, Chancery-lane, W. . 

ye ey January = 17 owt 9 puptie cont 


time been won by his includi: and 
oy "rlen Prise, Broderip “Gold 





R. USTLBE, Solicitor, continues to 
PREPA 





TUITION. -—Preliminary and Intermediate 
ons of the Law Societ; 








Ta ieee Solicitor with Capital, but small 
to meet wit B oneteer similarly 


Pe be arranged. 
asmmemotatin, 0 W. ae oe Boldine Jone flered fg 
Office, 97, Ohancery-lane, W.0. 


A YOUNG SOLICITOR of reangagement as Mak and 





Experience wishes 
| Seti teem fy os Yt 


Office, 27, — lane, 
ONVEYANOING and GENERAL 





WANTED, Experienced Searepeig 
salary.— H. be ea juors’” Journal” 
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Pm ponent Ost pa, a NM Ge and}, Briss street, Westminset 


mom, Bea, whee Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 





SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by 
sea ec arose e creuseeey Bae 
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